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March 4, 1992 

(Legislative day of Thursday, January 30, 1992) 

The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. BYRD]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. As we 
address our petitions to the Supreme 
Governor of the world, the Senate will 
be led in prayer by the Reverend Rich
ard C. Halverson. 

Dr. Halverson, please. 

PRAYE~ 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
For what the law could not do, in that 

it was weak through the flesh, God send
ing his own Son in the likeness of sinful 
flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the 
flesh: That the righteousness of the law 
might be fulfilled in us, who walk not 
after the fl,esh, but after the Spirit.-Ro
mans 8:3, 4. 

Almighty God, the Bible is quite pre
cise that there are things law cannot 
do-not because the law is wrong, but 
because of human weakness. Not even 
God's perfect law can produce a just 
and orderly society because of the in
adequacy of the flesh. Help those who 
legislate to comprehend this. They say 
the right words, mean what they say, 
make great promises which they plan 
to keep; but fragile humanity frus
trates their best intentions. Drugs, vio
lence, killings challenge as they in
crease, and leadership, having done all 
it can, faces a futile task. Until we re
member that God can do what law can
not. 

Gracious Heavenly Father, facing as 
we do the limitations of law, the weak
ness of sinful flesh, give us grace, peo
ple and leaders, to open our hearts to 
God's love and power and grace, to 
God's infinite adequacy. Help us to 
humble ourselves before the Lord, ac
knowledge our need, resist self-jus
tification and excuses, and open our 
hearts to the mighty work of the Holy 
Spirit in ourselves and our society. 

In the name of Jesus, Friend of sin
ners and Saviour from sin. Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
majority leader is recognized under the 
standing order. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, am I 

correct in my understanding that the 

Journal of proceedings has been ap
proved and that the time for the two 
leaders has been reserved? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is correct. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, this 

morning there will be a period for 
morning business extending until 12 
noon. The time between 10 a.m. and 
10:45 a.m. will be under the control of 
the majority leader or his designee. In 
the remaining period of morning busi
ness, Senators GRAMM of Texas, and 
DOMENIC! will be recognized for 15 min
utes each, and during that time other 
Senators will be permitted to speak to 
address the Senate as well. At 12 noon, 
there will be 2 hours for debate on the 
motion to proceed to S. 1504, the Cor
poration for Public Broadcasting legis
lation. Of that time, 10 minutes will be 
under the control of Senator INOUYE; 
110 minutes will be under the control of 
the Republican manager of the bill or 
his designee. 

When all that time is used or yielded 
back, a rollcall vote will occur on the 
motion to proceed to the legislation. 

It is my hope that we can complete 
action on this bill today. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The .PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
point of no quorum having been made, 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMPREHENSIVE LEGISLATION 
FOR ECONOMIC GROWTH AND 
TAX FAIRNESS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, yes

terday the Senate Finance Committee 
reported to the Senate comprehensive 
legislation for economic growth and 
tax fairness. I commend Senator BENT
SEN, the author of the legislation, for 
the skillful leadership he demonstrated 
in drawing up the legislation and gain
ing majority support within the com
mittee for it. 

The bill includes each of the seven 
proposals made by the President in his 
so-called priority tax package. There 
are some modifications to each of 
those proposals, but, in concept, each 
of the seven points proposed by the 
President is included in this plan. 

The principal difference between the 
President's plan and Senator BENT
SEN's plan is that the President's plan 
would increase the deficit by $27 billion 
over a 5-year period because, while pro
viding certain tax incentives, it offers 
no mechanism to pay for those. The re
sult would be increased borrowing and 
an increase in the deficit of $27 billion 
over a 5-year period. 

By contrast, Senator BENTSEN's bill 
includes the seven incentives but pays 
for them by an increase in tax rates on 
the top one.:.half of 1 percent of all 
American taxpayers, and since the 
amount raised by that increase is more 
than needed to pay for the incentives, 
the balance provides a tax reduction 
for middle-class American families. 

I emphasize that the increases in 
rates included in the Senate bill affect 
only the top one-half of 1 percent of all 
taxpayers; 99.5 percent of all American 
taxpayers will be unaffected by the 
rate increase. Under Senator BENTSEN's 
plan, an individual with a taxable in
come of $150,000 and a couple filing a 
joint return with taxable income of 
$175,000 would be subject to the tax rate 
increase, and those above that level. 
Anyone below that would not be af
fected by the tax rate increase. I em
phasize, also, that we are talking about 
taxable income. In terms of total in
come, it is about $200,000 for a single 
taxpayer and about $225,000 for a couple 
filing a joint return. 

The President has repeatedly stated 
in the past week that the Democratic 
bill will affect taxpayers making 
$35,000 and above. That is simply incor
rect. There is no basis for such a state
ment. The bill will apply only to tax
payers whose taxable income is $150,000 
and above for single taxpayers, $175,000 
and above for joint returns. 

In addition, Mr. President, I point 
out on the subject of taxes that in the 
President's budget, the President him
self has proposed a large number of tax 
increases. That budget was submitted 
to the Congress about a month ago, and 
there are many proposals by the Presi
dent to increase taxes on many Ameri
cans. They are all contained in the 
budget. The budget is a public docu
ment available for every Member of the 
Senate to read and every member of 
the American public to see. No one 
should be under any illusion about tax 
increases. In his budget, the President 
has proposed a large number of tax in
creases on a large number of Ameri
cans for a variety of purposes. 

Mr. President, I believe that we must 
act and act promptly to deal with the 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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economic problems confronting our 
country. I believe what we should be 
striving for is economic growth and 
fairness in our tax system. Senator 
BENTSEN's bill achieves both. 

In a spirit of bipartisanship, Senator 
BENTSEN'S bill accepts and incor
porates each of the provisions proposed 
by the President as his growth pack
age. Some are modified in ways which 
I believe improves them, but each is in
cluded. They are investment tax allow
ance, changes in the corporate alter
native minimum tax, passive loss re
lief, changes in the rules governing 
pension investments and real estate, a 
tax credit for first-time home buyers, a 
differential in the taxation of capital 
gains provided for a lower tax rate on 
capital gains as opposed to taxes on or
dinary income, and a penalty-free with
drawal from individual retirement ac
counts for home purchases. 

Those are all included in the Senate 
bill. They all make sense in one form 
or another. Therefore, we believe the 
President should enthusiastically sup
port this bill. 

I emphasize the only difference is 
that while the President's bill would 
increase the deficit by $27 billion by 
not providing any mechanism to pay 
for these incentives, Senator BENT
SEN'S bill does not increase the deficit 
and it pays for them by increasing tax 
rates on the very top one-half of 1 per
cent of all Americans. The balance that 
that raises over and above what is 
needed to pay for the tax incentives is 
provided in the form of tax relief. That 
is a reduction in taxes for a large num
ber of middle-income American fami
lies. 

We think it is fair. We think it pro
motes economic growth. We think it is 
what the country needs. We hope very 
much that the President will see his 
way clear to sign the bill. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I 
designate Senator DASCHLE to control 
the remainder of the time that is avail
able to me. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
DASCHLE]. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is recognized for such time as 
he may consume. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, first 
let me commend the majority leader 
for a very excellent statement. He 
speaks very eloquently and convinc
ingly for so many of us on the floor as 
we address this issue. He has touched 
on a number of the salient points that 
many of us hope to make over the 
course of the next week or 10 days. 

I think it is imperative that people 
understand our desire to work with the 
administration, to work with those on 
the other side of the aisle who clearly 
want what we want: a plan, an ap
proach, a strategy to get this country 
moving again. 

Let me also commend the chairman 
of the Senate Finance Committee for a 
remarkable demonstration of leader
ship in what he has been able to do 
over the course of the last couple of 
weeks. I must say in the time I have 
been in the Senate I do not know that 
I have ever seen a clearer demonstra
tion of leadership, a clearer demonstra
tion of ability to bring sides together 
as he so capably exhibited over the last 
couple of weeks. He convincingly dem
onstrated again yesterday his ardent 
desire to work with all sides to accom
modate the needs of th.is country, to 
accommodate the concerns of the ad
ministration, to accommodate the 
many concerns that all of us have with 
regard to addressing this problem ef
fectively. 

Were he here, I would personally 
again draw attention to the fact that 
were it not for his leadership, I doubt 
that we would be at this point today. 

As we look to the debate about this 
issue over the course of the next week 
or so-and I am sure that within a 
week we will have the opportunity to 
come to the floor to take up for consid
eration the bill passed by the Finance 
Committee yesterday-I hope that four 
points .in particular will be kept in 
mind. 

The first of the four is a point made 
so well by the majority leader just mo
ments ago. This truly is an effort on 
the part of Democrats to work with the 
administration on those issues the ad
ministration feels are the cornerstone, 
the crux of what would move this coun
try forward. It is the kind of approach 
that, through tax changes, would assist 
our industries and our whole economy 
in coming up with the means and fi
nancial tools with which to address the 
problems we all know exist. 

The President has made a substantial 
investment over many years in his ad
vocacy of a capital gains reduction. 
This bill has a capital gains reduction. 
The President has talked about the 
need for an investment tax allowance. 
This bill has an investment tax allow
ance. There has been talk about the 
need for AMT changes, enhancement 
and simplification of the alternative 
minimum tax. This bill has alternative 
minimum tax simplification and en
hancement. 

Easing of the passive loss rules is 
something real tors and home builders 
and a broad array of investors have 
come forth to discuss and advocate as 
one way to get the real estate industry 
turned around. They have argued that, 
if we cannot deal with the real estate 
industry, we will not be able to deal 
with the savings and loan industry or 
the whole financial community; that, if 
we are going to get this economy mov
ing again, a very significant step has to 
be in the area of changing the passive 
loss rules; that perhaps we overreacted 
in 1986 by not only changing acceler
ated depreciation but by putting in 

place the passive loss rules which had a 
devastating effect in some sectors of 
the economy, especially real estate. As 
a result, this bill addresses the passive 
loss rules. 

This bill contains a $5,000 credit for 
first-time home buyers, something the 
President spoke so passionately about 
in his State of the Union Address. He 
spoke of the need to encourage home 
buyers to get out there and invest for 
the first time in something they be
lieve would be the American dream, 
something we have associated with the 
American dream throughout history. 

The next provision supported by the 
President and included in this bill is 
one that has broad-based appeal in the 
Senate-the expanded deduction for 
contributions to an individual retire
ment account. Everyone realizes the 
need for savings. Everyone realizes the 
impact the IRA contribution deduction 
has had in the past on encouraging peo
ple to save. This bill has perhaps the 
finest individual retirement account 
program that we could fashion. So it 
responds to that need for savings. It 
tells investors it is time once again to 
save. We are going to put an emphasis, 
a premium, on the need to save in the 
future. 

Finally, we have included provisions 
to promote real estate investment 
through pension funds. The President 
advocated this step in his plan, as well. 

So, Mr. President, in elaborating on 
each and every one of these provisions, 
I am simply making as strong a case as 
I can that there are a large number of 
similarities between what the Presi
dent has proposed and what the Demo
crats are proposing with regard to 
moving the economy ahead. Using tax 
tools, to the extent that we can, to the 
extent we can afford to use them, is 
something we both understand and 
both want to do. We both realize this is 
a very significant aspect of our overall 
.strategy to get this economy moving 
again. ' 

The second point that needs to be 
made, however, is that, in spite of all 
the similarities, there are two signifi
cant differences. And, again, the major
ity leader addressed those quite well. 

The first of the two differences is 
that we pay for our plan. There is no 
easy way to do this. That is why we 
have a $400 billion anticipated budget 
deficit this year. 

It is not easy to come up with reve
nue for expenditures, either tax ex
penditures or direct expenditures, and 
no one knows that better than the 
President pro tempore who is faced 
with these challenges each and every 
year in the Appropriations Committee. 
But we did come up with a mechanism 
to pay for all the tax tools that we 
have incorporated in this economic 
strategy. It probably ought not to be 
much of a surprise to anyone that the 
President has chosen not to pay for the 
proposals he has advocated. 
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Yesterday, in a very enlightening ex

change between the majority leader, on 
the one hand, and our tax accountants, 
attorneys, and staff in the Finance 
Committee, on the other hand, it was 
clear that the revenue from the accrual 
accounting changes the President is 
using as a means to generate some
where in the vicinity of $17 billion, if I 
recall, is simply not there. Everyone 
acknowledged that before the Finance 
Committee yesterday. It is not there. 
It is created out of thin air. 

There is no $17 billion to be gen
erated from any kind of accounting 
change, No. 1; and No. 2, it robs us of 
funds we are going to need in the fu
ture. So, for the President to use that 
approach is understandable but unac
ceptable. 

He took some heat, of course, in the 
course of the last few weeks in the pri
maries. I noticed with some interest 
this morning in the Wall Street Jour
nal that the President was quoted as 
saying he now regrets some of the deci
sions he made a couple of years ago as 
part of the so-called budget agreement. 

Interestingly, he regrets them not 
because of the pressure to reduce the 
deficit. At that time he made some 
very compelling statements about the 
need to reduce the deficit. But, today 
in the Wall Street Journal, he said he 
regrets the fact that he agreed to the 
tax increases in the budget agreement 
because, he said, "Look at ·au the flak 
it is taking." , 

Then the paper quotes him as saying: 
"Anytime you get hammered on some
thing, I guess you want to redo it." I do 
not know what that means. But, I tell 
you, that is not a very good ·demonstra
tion of leadership. 

Anytime you get hammered on some
thing you want to redo it? If that were 
the gauge by which we · decided what 
was right and w.hat was wrong-that is, 
by how many times we got hammered 
on something-I wonder what this 
country would do faced with the dif
ficulties, the challenges, that we have 
on a weekly basis in this country. We 
get hammered each and every day for 
making tough decisions, and making 
policy in this country. 

Now, to say it is time to redo it be
cause you are getting hammered is not 
a demonstration of leadership, and it is 
very regrettable. The President should 
be faulted for not demonstrating lead
ership, for simply looking at the pre
vailing winds in order to make deci
sions with regard to economic propos
als and a whole range of things. 

Now, the President's statement on an 
issue on which people admired him for 
taking the flak-"! guess it was a mis
take because I am getting hammered 
on it"-reveals, once again, that the 
President lacks leadership, lacks con
viction, lacks direction, and lacks a 
philosophical approach to Government. 
And that will be evidenced, I am sure, 
as we debate this particular bilJ . 

So there is a big difference. We pay That is certainly something we have to 
for ours. He does not. face this year. 

The second big difference is that we So indeed, this is just one step, a 
recognize the need for fairness. We first and important step, we must take 
talked a lot about fairness yesterday. if indeed we are going to move this 
The fact is that it is absolutely essen- economy forward. 
tial. Most people recognize now the es- 'r'he final point to be made has to do 
sential need for us to begin to restore with deficit reduction. There is not a 
fairness. person in this Chamber that has not 

The 1980's were cruel on the middle made a speech about the need for defi
class. There is no question about that. cit reduction. I think, as we consider 
The 1980's represented a decade where all of our priorities, that, too, must be 
the wealthy did quite well. In fact, an essential element in the mix. We all 
those in the top 1 percent of income recognize that. The question is, How do 
earners saw a reduction in taxes, I am we do it? 
told of approximately 15 percent, while I think that you will find overwhelm
the middle class saw an increase in ing agreement that it must have prior
taxes by about 8 percent. So the richest ity; that deficit reduction in the longer 
1 percent saw a reduction in taxes of 15 term must be addressed. Obviously, by 
percent. The middle class actually saw moving the economy forward and gen
an increase in taxes by more than 7 erating greater economic growth, we 
percent. are going to reduce the deficit simply 

We have to begin to look at the Tax through the additional revenues com
Code not only for how we can spur the ing in, but that alone will not do it. 
economy, for how we can do things There are ways that we, as Demo
that will move this economy along, but crats, and I am sure as Republicans 
also for how we . can restore fairness alike, can do this within the process, 
and bring about some responsibility in through our investment strategy, 
the Tax Code based upon the ability to through the appropriations process, 
pay. That is what this bill does. and ultimately through coming to 

So recognizing the need for fairness, grips with the challenge that lies be- ' 
but also recognizing the need to pay for fore us. We must find ways to meet our 
the things that we are doing in this bill needs, but also recognize that we sim
are the two essential differences be- ply cannot pay the interest on the debt 
tween the President's approach and the that we continue to pay in the budget. 
Finance Committee approach passed We can make that an integral part of 
yesterday. this process, and realize its impor-

The third point that needs to be tance, too. 
made is that this is really the initial It does not have to l;>e a middle-in
step. Economist after economist has come tax cut or a deficit reduction 
come before the committee, and come package. It does not have to be utiliz
before the Congress, to tell us that, re- ing financial tax tools or using the 
gardless of what tax tools we utilize to peace dividend for investment strate
get this economy moving again, there gies. We can find a way in which to en
is no way we can create the kind of in..: sure that each one of these needs are 
centive package through the Tax Code addressed by careful evaluation of its 
alone that will do the entire job. We impact, by recognizing the importance 
recognize that. So it is essential that of putting priority where priority be
everyone understand this is only the longs. 
first step. So, Mr. President, I am very pleaseq 

The next step is going to be in the with the action taken by the Senate 
hands of the architect sitting in the Finance Committee yesterday. Again, I 
chair. The chairman of the Appropria- commend the chairman for his remark
tions Committee and all of those asso- able leadership. I would hope that this 
ciated with the appropriations respon- ·is not only the first step to economic 
sibility in this country truly will give progress but also the first step to a bi
us the second phase of this most impor- partisan approach to addressing that 
tant strategy; that is, investment, in- progress in an effective way, in a way 
vestment in our country and in a broad that sends the right message to the 
array of different opportunities that we American people, in a way that will ul
have only through the appropriations timately bring about the confidence 
process. that we are going to turn this economy 

Economists have told us time and around. 
again that the single best thing we can I yield the floor. 
do for this country to get it moving Mr. DOMENIC! addressed the Chair. 
again, not in the short term but in the The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
long term, is to reinvest in this coun- majority leader's designee controls the 
try. They say that investment is too time until 10:45 a.m. today. 
low, that we have to make some fun- Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I won
damental changes with regard to our der if I might ask the representative of 
investment strategy. We must invest the majority leader whether; Do I have 
not only in infrastructure and in all · time in morning business? 
the traditional areas, but in our work The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
force, in strengthening that work Senator under the order has 15 min
force. and especially in our children. utes. 
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Mr. DOMENIC!. And whether I can 

proceed now rather than just chalk up 
some time. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I have 
no objection if the Senator wishes to 
go ahead. We will retain the remainder 
of our time and allow the Senator to go 
ahead. 

-The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
majority leader has 15 minutes remain
ing. Without objection, 15 minutes will 
remain under the control of the major
ity leader or his designee until the 
hour of 12 o'clock has arrived. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
DOMENIC!) is recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
thank the Chair. -

Mr. President, I, today, was going to 
spenQ. my 15 minutes on these two 
charts but frankly the bill or bills that 
the Finance Committee reported out 
yesterday have become so important to 
the Senator from New Mexico that I 
am going to use a very brief time on 
this, and then return quickly and give 
my analysis of the Senate Finance 
Committee bill. 

Mr. President, there has been a lot 
said about what has the President done 
in the last couple of years with ref
erence to the economy and other mat
ters of importance. I want to remind 
everyone who might be interested in 
what I am saying that in the U.S. 
House of Representatives, the Demo
cratic party has 102 more Democratic 
representatives than Republican, and 
then there is an Independent from up 
in the Northeast, and he votes with the 
Democrats, so essentially, 103 more 
votes than the Republicans. 

In our body, it goes without saying 
that the Democrats are in control, 
both of the committees, and they are 
in the majority by a substantial mar
gin. 

So it seems to me that we ought to 
square with the American people about 
what that majority in the House and 
that majority in the Senate, in terms 
of legislation, has been busy about for 
the last couple of years. 

Somebody came to the floor a· while 
ago and said, "It has been 494 days 
since the recessi-on started, and what 
has the President done?" I think the 
distinguished Senator from Iowa who 
sits here, was here then. 

Well, today, let me suggest that I 
made a list of all the initiatives the 
President has asked Congress to enact. 
I am going to tick them off. He asked 
the Congress to help the cities by pro
viding jobs through enterprise zones. 
1,119 days ago; nothing has happened. 
Capital gains tax. It is as if he just 
asked for that in his last State of the 
Union; but he has requested it over and 
over. It is 1,119 days overdue. Not yet 
law. Making the research and develop
ment credit permanent for competi
tiveness and jobs; 1,119 days overdue; 
not yet the law. 

Restructure of the education system. 
We passed an education bill in the Sen-

ate here. It was not very highly touted 
when one considers how much edu
cation is being talked 'about in Amer
ica. But essentially, there were three 
provisions that the President of the 
United States asked that Congress 
enact. These include choice, and model 
schools et cetera the Education 2000 
proposals. I think the American people 
think these proposals were thought a 
pretty good idea. Well, he had not re
ceived that yet-a little tiny piece of 
it, but no law. That is not as long over
due; only 1,067 days. 

And then the next one is an interest
ing one. Crime, the habeas corpus, ex
clusionary rule , and death penalty 
within the Federal system, which is 
getting more and more important, be
cause it is handling more and more 
drug crimes. He asked for the death 
penalty, habeas corpus reform to elimi
nate delays, exclusionary rule to allow 
our law enforcement people to get 
more evidence in. No law, 986 days 
overdue. 

Family savings accounts, something 
people think is good; something for 
Americans to use for the purpose of 
college education, major medical ex
penses, and other things. That has been 
up for 763 days at the President's re
quest; overdue. 

The President asked in the State of 
the Union for a withdrawal of IRA's for 
first-time home buyers and other pur
poses. Actually, that is not new either. 
The President asked for that 736 days 
ago. Zero. ' 

Product liability reform. It has not 
even been seriously debated in the Sen
ate yet almost all of America's busi
ness suggests that too many lawsuits is 
an enormous impediment to competi
tiveness, and Americans would like to 
make it more fair. Nothing has been 
done. The energy strategy has been a 
long time in the making. A lot of work 
on the report and recommendations. 
Then legislation, hearings, and dead
lock. The actual legislation is only 308 
days overdue. The Senate has acted but 
more delay is expected in the House. 
The next one, not yet overdue, is the 
President's growth tax package. It is 
not overdue. We have 16 days until it is 
due. 

Mr. President, that would be enough 
to talk about, excepting I thought I 
might say, since we were not able to do 
any of these, we must be really busy 
doing some important things. 

Here is a little list of the wrong agen
da. Look at it. If it has anything what
soever to do with jobs, growth in the 
American economy, then I say to the 
American public I do not understand 
that term jobs or its meaning. 

We have campaign finance reform, so 
we can use the taxpayers' money to fi
nance elections. That has been a part 
of the wrong agenda agenda. Repeal the 
Hatch Act, so that our public servants 
have a different relationship to par
tisan politics, whether one likes it or 

does not. I~ really has nothing whatso
ever to do with the problem that the 
American people say we should have 
been addressing. 

Motor voter. That is an interesting 
one. That is so Americans can register 
to vote when they get a drivers license. 
That is an interesting idea. That does 
it have to do with economic growth or 
jobs? 

We spent time debating a Lumbee In
dian Recognition Act recently. Estab
lish regional primaries, striker replace
ment prohibition, and dairy price dairy 
price supports, and gun control. 

The question is not what has the 
President stood for and wanted for the 
country, but rather what has the demo
cratically controlled Congress been 
busy doing the last couple of years? 
Let us see what they were busy doing. 

Mr. President, I have not heard the 
speeches this morning from the oppo
site side with reference to the Finance 
Committee and the bill they reported 
out yesterday, but I ·heard enough to 
wonder if I and my staff read the same 
bill. I heard it said that the Finance 
Committee bill is almost what the 
President asked for. 

Well, let me suggest that if it is what 
the President asked for, it might look 
like some of the President's ideas from 
a distance when you can't see the de
tail. Some have suggested that seven of 
the provisions for growth are very 
similar to what the President asked 
for; that is, a twin of the President's 
proposals. I assure you, Mr. President, 
if you want to use that analogy, the Fi
nance Committee bill is the -evil twin, 
without any question. I hope in the 
next few minutes to tell you and the 
Senators how it differs from the Presi
dent's package in innumerable way&
some small, some big policy. 

Let me summarize the bill-and I am 
going to keep saying bill or bills, be
cause essentially it looks like two 
bills, and that is technical, but they 
had to do that in order to get their pro
cedure right. They may merge them on 
the floor. I do not want to make too 
much about it. The package does the 
following · in general terms: It raises 
the deficit. And I defy anyone, on budg
et practices that we have been using, 
to say it does not. 

It creates a sequester, Mr. President. 
It will cause a sequester on the entitle
ment side of this ledger. I defy anyone 
to say it will not. It increases taxes, 
and while it is touted to increase taxes 
less than the House, that is an interest
ing one. The House's taxes are over 6 
years. Finance Committee's bill is over 
5. 

So the 5-year taxes are less than the 
House's 6. But interesting enough, if 
you take the same timeframe, they are 
identical. So I am going to conclude 
that the tax increases are at least as 
much as the House, and if they are not, 
they are off by a very, very slight 
amount. 
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It increases spending, and, yes, the 

occupant of the Chair might be inter
ested in knowing that it creates a new 
entitlement program to experiment 
with a new way of direct lending for 
college attendees in the United States. 
It was just dropped from the bill the 
other day because some of us did not 
think we needed a new entitlement. 
But it reincarnated. And I conclude un
equivocally it does little or nothing, 
little or nothing, to stimulate the 
economy. 

Now, having said, that I want to pro
ceed and discuss what I found. I want 
to say I think American people believe 
that the $5,000 credit for first-time 
home buyers is a very, very important 
part of this recovery plan. And it is 
touted as being the same as the Presi
dent's. It is not. The President's pro
posal allows the credit for first time 
home buyers of new or existing homes. 
If you find a home that fits you and 
you are a first-time home buyer you 
get the credit if it is the first home you 
buy. The Finance Committee bill only 
applies to new construction. A big dif
ference. 

The new deduction for children. The 
President wanted a $500 deduction. The 
Finance Committee bill includes a $300 
credit. But, more importantly, for a 
bill that is touted to be for the middle 
class, it is capped, and if I understand 
it right it is capped at between $50,000 
and $70,000, I believe. In any event 
many of these so-called middle-income 
Americans are left out of that. 

The President says if you have a 
child and you are raising the child and 
you are a tax-paying American, you 
get a $500 additional deduction. You do 
not have to draw lines with reference 
to how much income you are taking in. 

The investment tax allowance. Many 
think we should have had one of the 
old-time investment tax credits in this 
bill. But the President said let us have 
a 15-percent investment tax allowance. 
This Finance Committee bill has 10 
percent instead of 15 percent. One 
might say that isn't much of a dif
ference. Well, it is a big difference be
cause, frankly, the 15-percent invest
ment allowance, barely made it as an 
economic stimulus. It is approximately 
equal to a 5-percent investment tax 
credit. I assume that we are providing 
very little incentive when it gets down 
to 10-percent allowance. 

Now, almost every provision that is 
touted as being the twin of the Presi
dent is different. Capital gains, sub
stantially different. Yes, a capital 
gains, but somebody else's version. In 
fact, a very targeted capital gains as to 
what you can use it for. And most peo
ple assume if you put that in, it will 
not be long until you change it because 
legislative distinctions drawn as of 
lines will not work. 

Where is the fairness that was tout
ed, where is the fairness in this bill? 
The good twin was switched for the bad 

one. I only find fairness attempted in 
the $300 deductible for children. I do 
not know if it is fair to cap that at less 
than what is commonly thought to be 
the middle income in America and then 
tout fairness. Having said that, let me 
proceed with some of the other inter
esting things. 

The President would pay for his $500 
deduction for children by saying let us 
use the peace dividend, the new peace 
dividend in his new reductions in de
fense to pay for that. I am not sure 
whether the occupant of the Chair sup
ports that. In fact, I would assume he 
did not. But essentially what this bill 
says is do not use any of the peace divi
dend to help the taxpayers. The Presi
dent says use it all to help the tax
payers. I think that means that some
body plans to spend the peace dividend. 
In fact I know some people do. I know 
some want to spend it all. Others want 
to spend half. 

Let me repeat: The President said 
you give it to the taxpayers. This bill 
says do not touch it, leave it there so 
Congress can spend it. 

I do not believe that the peace divi
dend ought to be used to increase dra
matically spending on programs in this 
country, domestic programs, especially 
since we have only canceled three do
mestic programs in 11 years. It cannot 
be that all these domestic programs 
have eternal life. Three have been can
celed. And the huge inventory in the 
hundreds and hundreds of programs is 
left intact and this would say put that 
money, that defense money, into that 
allocation process and spend it for that 
kind of domestic program. 

Some would say no, we will not; we 
will spend it elsewhere. But I am say
ing Congress will be permitted to spend 
it that way. 

Let me proceed with a couple of spe
cifics that we have found beyond what 
I have just talked about. This is not a 
normal bill. This is not a normal year. 
The Finance Committee--

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I as
sume that the majority leader's time is 
going to be reclaimed. Is that correct? 

Mr. DASCHLE. That is correct. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. OK; I have some ad

ditional remarks. 
The Democrats on the Senate Fi

nance Committee have reported a 
package that raises the deficit, creates 
a sequester, increases taxes, increases 
spending, creates a new entitlement 
program, and does little to stimulate 
economic growth. 

Any normal bill that did all these 
things I have just mentioned would ob
viously run afoul of the Budget Act and 
require 60 votes to be seriously consid
ered. 

But this is not a normal bill. This is 
not a normal year. And the Democrats 
on the Finance Committee have clev
erly stretched the rules to avoid the 

embarrassment of having the bill fail 
here on the floor of the U.S. Senate. 

They do not want a bill. They want a 
political issue. They want a veto. Well, 
they will get it and we will have wast
ed 2 months when we should have been 
doing something for the country. 

Fortunately, the economy seems to 
be improving now, even in spite of our 
inaction. 

There is no way to deny these facts. 
I look forward to the Senate Demo
cratic leadership's explanation. 

Let me be very specific. 
First, the Democratic package in

creases the deficit this year. Proce
durally, this will become evident when 
you learn that they did not report one 
bill yesterday but two. 

The deficit will increase each year, 
1992 through 1995, under the package 
reported yesterday. The deficits in
crease at least $2 billion this year, and 
similar amounts each year after. 

I am sure the chairman of the Fi
nance Committee will say this is not 
so. But it is. The Senate Finance Com
mittee has already added more than $4 
billion to the deficit this year, and is 
prepared to add $2 billion more. 

There is no question that a Budget 
Act point of order lies against this 
package for exceeding the maximum 
deficit amount we agreed to in last 
year's budget resolution. I will offer 
that point of order when the bill is be-
fore us. . 

The Democratic leadership will have 
to argue to waive the point of order to 
protect the bill from failing. As such 
they will be admitting that the bill 
does raise the deficit. Unfortunately, 
that point of order can be waived with 
a simple majority, but make no mis
take about it, this package increases 
the deficit. 

Second, the Democratic tax and 
spend package if it becomes law will 
trigger this fall an automatic seques
ter-cuts of $4.0 billion in Medicare, 
farm payments, student loans, and un
employment benefits. 

There is no question this would hap
pen. I challenge the Democratic leader
ship to come to the floor and tell the 
American public that what I have sai.d 
is not true. They cannot do it. I am 
right. 

Third, you will shortly see that in 
order to game the complex and confus
ing budget system-created in no small 
part from the Democrat's reserve funds 
put in last year's Democratic budget 
resolution, one which I did not sup
port-you will see that two bills were 
reported yesterday, not one. 

This is so that spending increases in 
the bill for Medicare expenditures to
talling nearly half-a-billion, and the 
creation of entitlement spending for 
student loans, can be cherry picked 
with some of the bill's revenue 
increasers to appear deficit neutral. 

The spending increases were needed 
to buy votes for the package. The two 
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bill's approach is to allow the chair
man of the Budget Committee to come 
down here and give the Finance Com
mittee more spending allocation from 
the reserve fund and avoid a 60-vote 
point of order that would normally lie 
against the bill. 

The system is being gamed royally. 
Mr. President, the 1992 budget resolu

tion clearly permits the use of reserve 
funds. And I do not deny the rights of 
the chairman of the Budget Committee 
from coming here to the floor and 
changing the spending allocation to 
the Finance Committee to accommo
date the new spending being proposed. 

Mr . . President, should the chairman 
of the budget Committee propose 
spending allocation adjustments to the 
Senate Finance Committee as it re
lates to the consideration of either of 
the two bills reported from that com
mittee yesterday I ask that the alloca
tion change not take place until such 
time as the Republican leader or his 
designee have an opportunity to review 
the changes and comment on them. 

And we are creating an entitlement 
in spending with a new student loan 
program, exceeding $2.5 billion in over 
the life of this bill. What audacity with 
deficits running at historic highs. 

Interestingly, someone might ask 
how could you create entitlement 
spending that costs this much and not 
pay for it. 

Well, the same accrual accounting 
rules that the majority leader has been 
so quick to criticize the administra
tion's proposed changes to the Pension 
Benefit Corporation, are being used to 
show small costs for his committee's 
new student loan program. 

Finally, the package increases taxes 
nearly $57 billion-over the period end
ing in 1996. 
, Very interesting, some Democrats 
say well this is less than the House 
bill. The House bill's tax increases of 
$78 billion ran through 1997 not 1996. We 
are not comparing apples and apples. If 
we were, I think you, will find that this 
bill increases taxes just as much as the 
House bill-nearly $75 billion. 

Nevertheless, we should not be talk
ing about tax increases. That is non
starter. 

The Democrats want to raise taxes 
because they cannot find it in their 
hearts to reduce spending. 

Remember the President's tax cuts 
for families with children were paid for 
with r .educed spending-defense outlays 
were cut by nearly $30 billion, entitle
ment spending excluding the proposed 
and needed reforms to the Pension Ben
efit Corporation were cut $38 billion, 
all estimates made by the Congres
sional Budget Office. 

And finally, let's be serious, the cap
ital gains proposal in the Finance Com
mittee's package is not the Presi
dent's-it will not do what the Presi
dent's proposal will do to stimulate in
vestment and growth. 

More importantly, the Finance Com
mittee's package does not do that 
much for investment, their investment 
tax allowance would run only through 
the end of the year, the President's 
plan was twice as long. 

The President's tax R&E extenders 
were permanent, the Finance Commit
tee's R&E are long enough to get us to 
the next congressional election. 

For all these reasons, Mr. President, 
the Senate Finance Committee pack
age is wrong and should be defeated. If 
not I am sure it will be vetoed and the 
veto upheld. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
DASCHLE]. , 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
DASCHLE] is recognized for such time as 
he may consume under the time under 
his control. 

Mr. DASCHLE .. I thank the Presi
dent. 

Mr. President, I find it· interesting 
that the Senator would find fault with 
the Finance Committee plan, first, be
cause he says it raises the deficit and, 
second, because he says he does not 
think it goes far enough. I am in
trigued by that paradox, and I am 
amazed that the Senator would find 
fault with our plan by claiming that it 
raises the deficit. He says he defies 
someone to prove otherwise. I chal
lenge him to demonstrate to us how he 
sees this as raising the deficit. 

We clearly have an offset. The Joint 
Committee on Taxation has laid out in 
no uncertain terms that the revenue 
generated more than covers the ex
penditures provided within the bill. So 
there is absolutely no way that this 
bill could be accused of increasing the 
deficit one cent. We pay for every sin
gle thing that we have provided within 
that bill. 

It is interesting to me that anyone 
would challenge our bill on the basis of 
raising the deficit when the President's 
own plan, yesterday, without any ques
tion, convincingly demonstrated that 
it falls short by at least $17 billion, in 
this fancy accrual approach that the 
President has acknowledged as his 
source for revenue to be used ,in offset
ting some of the costs in his plan. 

So on both counts, No. l, because the 
Joint Tax Committee has so clearly 
pointed out the adequacy of our offsets 
and, No. 2, because the President him
self has used a fancy method of accrual 
to come up with the smoke-and-mir
rors offset that was discussed yester
day, I find his charge of raising the def
icit absolutely in error. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I wonder if the Sen
ator will yield for a question. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I yield. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. I raise the point and 

ask the question. The Senator asked if 
the Senator from New Mexico would 

demonstrate that the bill is not deficit 
neutral. 

Mr. DASCHLE. That is right. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. I would suggest that 

I would be glad to answer right now, 
but will wait until the bill is on the 
floor. I will be glad to ask the Par
liamentarian. A point of order lies 
against the bill as currently drawn be
cause the cap on the deficit, the 
amount of the deficit has to be raised. 
I believe the answer is the Par
liamentarian will say yes, it is subject 
to a point of order. So I believe that is 
pretty good proof, when you raise the 
deficit amount a point of order will lie 
under the Budget Act that indeed you 
increase the deficit. 

So I just wonder if the Senator 
agrees that, if this is the case, indeed it 
does raise the deficit or else why would 
one need to raise the deficit cap. 

Mr. DASCHLE. We will get into that 
in much greater detail when we debate 
the bill because, as the former chair
man of the Budget Committee knows, 
there are all kinds of reasons because 
of the rules of the Senate which require 
us to take that approach. 

As the Senator from New Mexico is 
aware, the leadership is making an ex
tensive effort to see that this legisla
tion is passed by the March 20 deadline 
proposed by the President. The only 
way to do that is to bring this bill to 
the floor under rules that will prevent 
members from using it as a vehicle for 
scores of unrelated amendme.nts. 
Therefore, in drafting this measure, 
the committee relied upon a $3.5 billion 
surplus in revenues since the last budg
et resolution was passed. The effect of 
this is that members who offer amend
ments on the floor that would reduce 
revenues will find their amendments 
subject to a 60-vote point of order. 

Let me also point out to the Senator 
from New Mexico that, in terms of in
creasing the Federal budget deficit 
with regard to possible sequestration, 
the President's Office of Management 
and Budget has not yet made any de
termination as to the impact of the en
tire bill on the budget deficit. 

But I think that the former chairman 
would clearly recognize that the dol
lars that we raise in that bill provide 
the offset necessary that would not re
quire a budget waiver for those expend
itures. So we will ·address that point 
and I will be happy to discuss it at 
greater length whenever he wishes to 
do it. But he certainly, I think, has ab
solutely no grounds with which to 
make the charge that this raises the 
deficit. 

Second, with regard to caps, the rea
son we are concerned about caps, the 
reason we do focus these funds specifi
cally. as we have is because we are con
cerned about the deficit. We do want to 
find the adequate offset, No. 1. And No. 
2, we do not want to give windfalls to 
the wealthy. We have done that too 
much in the 1980's. This is our re-
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sponse, in an effort to provide a kind of 
fairness. 

The Senator talks about the middle
income tax cuts and its lack of neces
sity. And I might emphasize again for 
those who may have missed the points 
raised yesterday and on many occa
sions here on the Senate floor, the fact 
is this represents, for someone making 
$35,000 a year, a 25-percent reduction in 
the income taxes that they are going 
to have to pay, a substantial reduction, 
and that is for an average family of 
four. If a middle-income family has 
more than two children, it represents 
an even greater reduction in their tax 
liability for the coming year. 

So for those in the middle class, 
there is a substantial opportunity to 
see their taxes reduced. And there is a 
substantial opportunity for us to incor
porate an element of fairness in the 
Tax Code that we have not seen in at 
least 6 years. 

Finally, with regard to the use of the 
peace dividend, I thirik if there is one 
thing that Democrats feel strongly 
about, and I would say are unani
mously for, it is that we ought to use 
the peace dividend for investment in 
our future, for strengthening this coun
try, for finding ways with which to en
sure that we can provide the economic 
growth and vitality we all want, not 
only in the short term but in the long 
term. 

Simply to use that peace dividend for 
greater hand-outs to the wealthy, as 
the President has proposed, is · the 
wrong way to go. Expert after expert, 
witness after witness, who came before 
the Finance Committee said: If you are 
going to use the peace dividend, use it 
for something that will do some good; 
use it in ways that will ensure growth 
and vitality in the economy in the fu
ture; use it, if ·you will, to reduce the 
deficit. But do not use it to change the 
Tax Code. They say that, if you are 
going to change the Tax Code, create 
the kind of economic fairness that the 
Democrats have presented in ·their bill. 
Find a way to pay for the tax tools 
that we create in this legislation. 

So that is what we do. We separate 
the two. We create fairness in the Tax 
Code by asking the seven-tenths of 1 
percent of the taxpayers at the very 
top of the roster to pay for the kind of 
tax tools that will create the economic 
incentives we provide. And then we 
take the peace dividend and say to the 
country: Look, we recognize the impor
tance of savings. We recognize why in
vestment is so essential. We are going 
to take those peace-dividend dollars 
and use them in the wisest way we pos
sibly can for our future, for investment 
in infrastructure and our children, and 
for deficit reduction. 

Mr. President, there is good reason 
why we separated the two. I believe, as 
we debate this issue in the coming 
weeks, we will have the opportunity to 
lay out in even greater detail the fiscal 

responsibility we demonstrated yester
day and will continue to demonstrate 
in the appropriations process; and the 
need for equity that this bill calls for 
in so clear a fashion. 

I look forward to that debate. 
Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 

from Louisiana. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. How 

much time does the Senator yield? 
Mr. DASCHLE. Such time as the Sen

ator may consume. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator has remaining 7 minutes, and 
25 seconds. The Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. BREAUX] is recognized. 

Mr. BREAUX. I thank the Chair, and 
I thank the Senator from South Da
kota for yielding me some time. 

Mr. President and my colleagues who 
may be watching, the Senate Finance 
Committee, under the leadership of 
Senator BENTSEN of Texas, presented a 
bill to the committee yesterday which 
addresses the two main concerns which 
the American people, I think, are de
manding of Congress. 

I said to our committee colleagues 
·yesterday that yesterday in New Orle
ans, hundreds of thousands of people 
lined the streets with their hands 
reached out, yelling at masked men 
riding on floats to throw them some
thing, a tradition of Mardi Gras. 

I think the American people are 
reaching out to the Congress, not to 
throw them anything, but rather to do 
something; to do something about the 
economic conditions in this country, 
the recession, the number of people 
who are unemployed. What I think the 
American people are demanding is not 
that we do something that solves all 
their problems without any pain, but 
they are asking Congress to be realis
tic, to be honest, to try to be a little 
bit unpolitical, even in a political year. 

And I think the product that the 
committee produced addresses two of 
the major concerns the American peo
ple are demanding that we address: No. 
1 to do something about tax fairness; 
and· No. 2, to do something about jobs 
and economic growth in this country. I 
think the bill does both of those 
things. 

No. 1: Something happened in the 
1980's, Mr. President. All the graphs 
and all the charts and all the statistics 
and all the evidence are now in. What 
happened in the 1980's is very disturb
ing. It is very disturbing, particularly 
for middle-income people in this coun
try, for middle-income people saw all 
the things that were good for them go 
down and all the things that were bad 
for them go up. 

To give you an example: The Con
gressional Budget Office said that real 
after-tax income, which is what a fam
ily has to look at, how much income do 
they have after taxes, during the 1980's, 
for the top 1 percent of the people in 
this country-for the top 1 percent, the 
most weal thy of the weal thy in Amer-

ica-their after-tax income more than 
doubled during the 1980's, rising by 
$243,400 apiece for the wealthiest 
among us. They did extremely well. 

But in contrast, for the middle-in
come Americans, the decade of the 
1980's saw their after-tax income go 
down by $747; $747 less in 1991 than they 
got in 1980. 

A second example: When it comes to 
cutting taxes, the top 1 percent of 
Americans saw their taxes reduced by 
$42,300 apiece, while during that same 
period, middle-income Americans saw 
their taxes go up by $436 apiece. 

So, Mr. President, the American peo
ple are demanding that we do some
thing about tax fairness. It is not fair 
to see those types of tremendous gains 
by the wealthiest among us, and yet 
the middle-income families, who now 
have both parents working and trying 
to put the kids through school, have 
their income go down. So this tax bill 
has a $300 credit given to children of 
middle-income families. 

I have seen some people pull out a 
dollar bill from their pocket and hold 
it up-candidates, some of my party, 
going around the country, saying: This 
does not mean anything, a dollar a day. 

Mr. President, let me tell you that 
for that median-income family in 
America, which is a family that makes 
$35,000 a year-and I assure you, we 
have a lot of those in Louisiana-the 
Congressional Budget Office tells us for 
that median-income family making 
$35,000, which has two children, that 
this is a $600 tax credit. This means 
that at the end of the year, when they 
go to file their taxes-and that average 
family pays $2,400 in taxes under this 
bill-that family will be able to deduct 
$600 off those taxes that he has to send 
to Washington. 

Mr. President, it may not be a lot for 
a lot of people, but for that family that 
makes $35,000, that is a 25-percent tax 
cut. A 25-percent tax cut for middle-in
come families is a significant reduction 
from what they have to send to Wash
ington. It is not just waving $1 around. 
It is a significant reduction in the fam
ilies' taxes who need it the most. 

Mr. President, I think that this bill 
also addresses the concern about jobs 
and economic growth. Is it perfect? Of 
course not. Is there something you can 
find wrong with it? Of course. I tell 
you, when you put seven of the seven 
requests of President Bush in an eco
nomic jobs bill, you are doing, I think, 
a lot that should make the administra
tion think that this bill is a good 
growth bill. 

We took the ideas the President 
had-not word for word; of course not. 
That is not the role of the Congress, 
and it is not the role of the Finance 
Committee. 

But we included seven of the propos
als the President thought were impor
tant in this bill. There is a capital 
gains tax reduction, not as much as I 
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would have liked, but significant. It 
will alfow. for venture capital growth in 
new companies, creating new jobs, and 
that is what the President said he 
wanted. I happen to believe it is a step 
in the right direction. 

There is also a progressive capital 
gains tax, which will allow for those 
families who need help the most to get 
the most in reduction of their capital 
gains t,axes. 

We have a youth skills training pro
gram, something that I think is incred
ibly important, Mr. President. I have 
spoken about it on the floor before. 
Americans can be more productive. 
They can be more productive, but it is 
high time we start paying attention . to 
the kids who are not going to college. 
Right now Congress spends only one
seventh of the money we spend on ed.u
cating young people in this country on 
those who are not going to college. 
Most o( the money is spent on those 
who are going to college. What about 
the pipefitters and the bricklayers and 
the carpe·nters and the .electricians and 
the mechanics, who are not going to 
Harvard or Stanford or Yale or LSU or 
the University of Texas or what have 
you? We are neglecting those young 
people in America. 

This bill will have some tax incen
tives to encourage businesses to work 
with high schools to train these young
sters who, in fact, are not going to col
lege so that they may, in fact, be more 
productive and America may be more 
competitive. 

So, Mr. President, I simply say that I 
think it is not too much to ask the 
wealthiest to pay their share and that 
the middle income get a break and we 
do something about growth. This is 
what this bill does, and I commend it 
to my colleagues. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] has 
up to 15 minutes under the order. He is 
recognized. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the recognition. I want today to 
begin talking about the tax debate. I 
want to talk about this fairness issue 
and about the House bill- which has 
been adopted. I want to talk about the 
Senate bill, which is now in committee. 
And I basically want to make two 
points. 

We are down to a . hard decision as to 
where we go as a nation. Do we want to 
try to redistribute wealth? Do we want 
to follow the blueprint of Eastern Eu
rope or the Soviet Union? Or do we 
want to create wealth? 

Second, there are many issues that 
are going to be debated here that are 
fraught with political danger, but what 
I want to do is begin looking at the 
long-term future of America as we ask 
ourselves what we should do in this tax 
debate and what we want to do in 
terms of trying to create jobs for 
Americans. 

For the last 4 months, the Demo
cratic leadership of the House of Rep-

resentatives has trumpeted all over 
America the idea that they were about 
to redistribute wealth, that they were 
going to raise taxes on rich people, 
that they were going to give that 
money to the middle class, that they 
were out to buy the vote of the middle 
class. And I guess, like most people, I 
believed them. I expected the House 
Democratic leadership to come forward 
with a plan that raised taxes on rich 
people, that cut taxes on the middle 
class and in the process that redistrib
uted wealth. 

In fact, what the House Democratic 
leadership was saying was that the eco
nomics and politics of the class strug
gle may have failed in Eastern Europe 
and in the Soviet Union, but it is still 
working in Havana, Cuba, and it could 
still work in Washington, DC. 
~believed theni. I should have known 

better. 
Mr. President, when the Democrats 

came out with their plan, they, did not 
try to buy the vote of the middle class. 
In a miraculous sleight of hand, they 
tried to rent the vote of the middle 
class in this election year. Let me ex-
plain it. · · 

Basically, the House bill raises taxes 
permanently by $93 billion over a 5-
y.ear period. It defines as "rich" any
body who earns $85,0QO a year or more. 
That is going to come as a shoc1' to 
some Americans. But in the mind of 
the House Democratic leadership, those 
are the rich people whose money right
fully belong to the Congress. So they 
propose raising .~axes over the next 5 
years by $93 billion, and those taxes 
will last forever. That part of their 
promise they delivered on. · 

But when it came time to give that 
money back to the middle class, when 
it got right down to it, the House 
Democratic leadership .could not serve 
two masters. It could not cater to the 
middle class and cater to Government 
at the same time, and when it had to 
choose, the Democrats chose govern
ment. They proposed, for a family of 
four, a 25-cents-per-person, per-day tax 
cut through the election. Then, when 
the election is over and all the votes 
are counted, at the end of the 2-year 
period they take all those tax cuts 
back. 

Now, what do they do with the $93 
billion tax increase that is forever? 
They spend it. What happened to this 
peace dividend that the President pro
posed, where we build down defense by 
$50 billion over 5 years, and whi'ch the 
President proposed returning to the 
middle class? What do the Democrats 
do with that $50 billion? They spend it. 

So, what the House Democrat leader
ship has proposed and what the House 
has adopted is not a tax cut. It is a 
rent-a-vote scheme through the 1992 
election that gives virtually nothing of 
substance to the middle class, but per
manently raises taxes on people who 
make $85,000 a year, all to fund $143 bil-

lion worth of new Government spend
ing. 

What is significant about that? What 
is significant, Mr. President, is that it 
does redistribute wealth, but from · 
working people to the Government. 
When it came right down to it, the 
Democratic leadership in the House 
does love Government, has always 
loved Government, and will never ever 
put middle-class Americans in front of 
Government. 

Mr. President, I think it is fair to say 
that we are going to fight that pro
posal and we are going to defeat that 
proposal. 

The Democratic leadership in the 
Senate has come up with their own 
plan to redistribute wealth'. Let me say 
that they have come closer to living up 
to their party's advertising than their 
brothers and sisters in the House. In 
fact, it remains to be seen what the 
mating of these two bills will produce. 

What' does the Senate bill do? The 
Senate committee bill proposes to 
raise income tax rates by $43 billion 
over a 5-year period. It proposes to im
pose a 10% surtax on high-income peo
ple of $8.5 billion. It then proposes a 
little sleight of hand that raises $3.7 
billion in taxes by eliminating personal 
exemptions and itemized deductions 
for high-income people. At the bottom 
line, it effectively raises the tax .rate 
on upper-income Americans from 31 
percent to a minimum of 36 percent, a 
16 percent increase in tax rates. But by 
phasing out the personal exemption 
and itemized deductions, it raises the 
effective tax rate on many American 
families to about 40 to 46 percent. 

Mr. President, I do not know what 
the Democratic members of the Fi
nance Committee think will happen 
when they raise people's marginal tax 
rates from 31 percent to effectively · 
over 40 percent. But" I think I .know 
what is going to happen. What is going 
to happen is that Atlas is going to 
shrug. I think that people are going to 
stop investing and stop creating jobs. 
And why I am so mystified by this is 
not that it is not good politics, but it 
is disastrous economics that sets into 
place a policy that the rest of the 
world is rejecting. 

Mr. President, why is it that other 
than in Havana, Cuba, this is the only 
place on Earth where we are debating 
the redistribution of wealth? Why is it 
that in this great land built on entre
preneurship and individual freedom, we 
are not talking about creating jobs 
rather than destroying them? 

We just had one of our colleagues 
talk. about the rich people and about 
taxes. 

(Mr. ROBB assumed the chair.) 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I made 

up a chart and I tried to make it as 
simple as I could so that nobody could 
be confused. This chart asks a very 
simple question in a way that cannot 
possibly be distorted. It looks at all 
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taxes that are paid by Americans-and 
nobody else pays American taxes ex
cept us-and on money made here. It 
asks the following question: How much 
of the total tax burden on taxes is paid 
by the top 1 percent of all income-earn
ing families? 

In other words, of the 1 percent of 
families who are making the most 
money, what percentage of the total 
tax burden do they pay? What percent
age of the total income tax burden is 
paid by the top 5 percent, the top 10 
percent, the top 20 percent and then 
the bottom 60, the bottom 40 and the 
bottom 20 percent? 

What I thought would be instructive, 
Mr. President, is to look at the day be
fore Ronald Reagan became President. 
We had a Democratic President; we had 
a Democratic majority in both Houses 
of Congress. If the Democrats thought 
taxes were unfair, they had the abso
lute ability to change it. Presumably 
they did not think so, so this rep
resented their concept of fairness. 

The top 1 percent of the people in 
America earning income were paying 
18.2 percent of all taxes being paid, the 
top 5 percent were paying 36 percent, 
the top 10 percent were paying 48.8 per
cent. It gives you a little pause when 
you realize that 10 percent of the peo
ple in this country, as much as many of 
our colleagues appear to hate these 
people, were pulling 50 percent of the 
wagon, paying half of the taxes, in 1980 
before Reagan came to town and 
changed everything. The top 20 percent 
were paying 66 percent of taxes. The 
bottom 60 percent were paying less 
than 14 percent. The bottom 40 percent 
were paying 3.6 percent, and the bot
tom 20 percent, by various types of in
centives paid and earned income tax 
credits, were actually getting money 
back. That was the world before Ron
ald Reagan. 

We have changed the tax system 
since that time so now the top 1 per
cent of all income-earning families, 
who were paying 18.2 percent of all 
taxes, are now paying 25.4 percent of 
all taxes. The top 1 percent of the peo
ple in America in terms of family in
come are now paying 25.4 percent of all 
the taxes. So in the time that Ronald 
Reagan and George Bush have been in 
the White House, the taxes paid by the 
top 1 percent in terms of taxes has 
gone up by 40 percent. 

Do you know what is miraculous? 
They are better off. They are paying 40 
percent more taxes and they are better 
off because we lowered marginal rates, 
we provided incentives for people to 
get out of tax dodges, to take ordinary 
income and to make investments. As a 
result, they are paying 40 percent more 
taxes. 

What our Democratic colleagues are 
saying is that these people are not pay
ing enough. That is the case of this 
whole debate. My point is this: From 
the day that the Democrats last con-

trolled the White House until today, 
these people are paying 40 percent 
more of their share of total taxes paid. 
The top 5 percent has gone from paying 
36 percent of the taxes to 44.1 percent, 
or their tax burden has gone up by 23 
percent. The top 10 percent, their tax 
burden has gone up by 15 percent. The 
top 20 percent, the tax burden has gone 
up by 9 percent. 

And let us look at the American mid
dle class. In 1980, the bottom 60 percent 
of all income-earning families were 
paying 13.8 percent of all taxes. They 
are now paying 11 percent, so their tax 
burden has declined by 20 percent. 
From 1980 to 1990, the tax burden for 
the bottom 40 percent of all income· 
earners has gone down by 33 percent, 
and for the bottom 20 percent the tax 
burden has gone down by 150 percent 
because they are now getting big 
earned income tax credits. 

Mr. President, are we to believe that 
when the Democrats control both 
Houses of Congress and the Presidency, 
they called this fair? Now all of a sud
den with higher income people paying 
more, it is unfair? Mr. President, I 
never try to question anybody's mo
tives, but I do not understand that 
logic. 

I want to say a little bit about the 
details of the Democratic plan, and 
then ~um up. First of all, we hear _?Ur 
colleagues say, well, they cut capital 
gains; they are providing incentives, 
but look, by raising the marginal tax 
rate to 36 percent, even by cutting cap
ital gains tax rates, the effective rate 
miraculously ends up at 28 percent for 
higher income people, which is exactly 
what it is today. 

Mr. President, capital gains is impor
tant to me personally. Some day I am 
going to sell my house and I am going 
to be affected by it. It is important to 
me in that my wife's father left a little 
stock to help pay for my children to go 
to college and they may get a capital 
gain on it. 

But the plain truth is that I spend 
my income on groceries, not assets 
that produce a capital gain. I am not 
going to put Americans back to work 
by changing my grocery consumption 
pattern. America requires a quarter of 
a trillion dollars of new investment in 
the next 3 months. Is any of that 
money going to come from PHIL 
GRAMM? No, none of it is going to come 
from me. It is going to come from 
wealthy people who have the money to 
invest, if we can get them to put it to 
work. 

I submit, Mr. President, that we are 
not going to solve this Nation's prob
lems my raising taxes, by redistribut
ing wealth and crushing new invest
ment. We need to be creating wealth 
and I am not going to vote to raise 
anybody's taxes. I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
allocated to the Senator from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. SYMMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. SYMMS]. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, are we 
now in morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. The period for morning 
business is to extend under the pre
vious order until 12 o'clock. 

Mr. SYMMS. I ask unanimous con
sent to speak for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
is recognized for up to 10 minutes. 

I LOST A FRIEND-SENATOR SAM 
HAYAKAWA 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I lost a 
friend, a friend to many in the Senate, 
the late Senator Sam Hayakawa. He 
used to sit right down there where the 
distinguished senior Senator from Iowa 
is sitting now, and I sat in the next to 
him my first 2 years in office. We be
came very good friends. 

Then, after he left the Senate, Sam 
Hayakawa used to come back and use 
my office as a place where he could 
hang his hat and coat and make some 
phone calls and touch base with people 
on issues he was still involved in and 
still working on. I found him to be one 
of the superior intellects that ever 
served in the U.S. Senate. Oh, I know 
oftentimes the perception was that he 
nodded off to sleep at meetings and so 
forth, but he had a tremendously keen 
intellect and tremendously keen in
sight into the issues that faced this Na
tion. I think we all lost a great Amer
ican and he left an indelible mark in 
my memory. I extend my sympathies 
to his family and say that they lost a 
father and a husband and those of us in 
the Senate who had the privilege to 
work with and know him, know of his 
great achievements. 

When I think back to 1942 and 1943, 
he was writing books about the impor
tance of the English language and se
mantics in this country because he un
derstood that the way the language is 
used could have such an impact on the 
future of public policy. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
obituary from Friday, February 28, 
from the Washington Post be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the obitu
ary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

OUTSPOKEN U.S. SENATOR S.l. HAYAKAWA 
DIES AT 85 

(By J.Y. Smith) 
S.I. Hayakawa, 85, a noted semanticist 

whose willingness to confront striking stu
dent radicals at San Francisco State Univer
sity in the late 1960s led to a career in poli
tics and a seat in the U.S. Senate, died of a 
stroke Feb. 27 at Marin General Hospital in 
Greenbrae, Calif. He had been hospitalized 
for bronchitis. 

A witty, independent and iconoclastic fig
ure whose interests ran the gamut from jazz 
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and African and Asian art to fencing and 
cooking, Dr. Hayakawa was the author of a 
classic work on the way people react to 
words and symbols. As a public servant, he 
was a hero to some and a villian to others, 
and he readily acknowledged that he hurt 
himself by his tendency to speak without 
thinking. 

But it was action, not words, that first 
gained him prominence outside of academia. 
He had been interim president of San Fran
cisco State ·for less than a week when he 
climbed onto a sound truck on the campus 
on Dec. 2, 1968, and ripped the wires from the 
loudspeaker during a student protest. The 
event was captured on live television, and 
the slender, soft-spoken scholar with a fond
ness for multihued tam-o'-shanters became 
one of the most popular figures in California. 
He was dubbed "Samurai Sam." 

During the next several months, he broke 
student and faculty strikes and restored nor
mal classes. An African studies program was. 
added to the curriculum, a key demand of 
the protesters. But demands that African 
studies be entirely independent were refused, 
and the department was put under the same 
administrative network as other academic 
programs. 

In 1973, Dr. Hayakawa resigned as presi
dent of San Francisco State-he had been 
given the job on a permanent basis by Ron
ald Reagan, who was governor of California 
at the time-and three years later he ran for 
U.S. Senate. A former Democrat, he joined 
the Republican Party and described himself 
as a "Republican unpredictable." 

He was an instant success on the hustings. 
Although he later supported the treaties giv
ing Panama ultimate control of the Panama 
Canal, he delighted conservatives during the 
campaign when he said that the United 
States should keep it, because "we stole it 
fair and square." On another occasion, when 
asked for his views on a referendum on a dog 
racing, he replied that he didn't "give a good 
goddam about greyhounds one way or an
other." In the election, he handily beat 
Democratic incumbent John V. Tunney. 

In the Senate, his outspokenness and seem
ing indifference to appearances became a li
ability. He had long had a habit of dozing off 
in meetings that bored him, but when he did 
it during orientation sessions for new sen
ators ·and later at such occasions as White 
House legislative meetings he drew wide 
criticism. He was known as "Sleeping Sam." 

There were other troubles, Dr. Hayakawa 
had not even been sworn in when he was ridi
culed for objecting to his assignment to the 
Senate Budget Committee on the ground 
that "I don't understand money at all [and] 
have the greatest difficulty even balancing 
my own checkbook." 

He alienated many constituents when he 
said that rising oil prices were not a concern, 
because "the poor don't need gas, because 
they're not working." He angered many oth
ers when he defended the internment of 
120,000 Japanese Americans during World 
War II as "perhaps the best thing that could 
have happened," because it helped integrate 
them with the rest of society later. He was a 
Canadian citizen teaching in Chicago during 
the war, and was not involved with the in
ternment program. 

In later years, Dr. Hayakawa sponsored a 
constitutional amendment to make English 
the official language of the United States, 
claiming that a command of English was 
"the fastest way out of the ghetto." He op
posed bilingual education in public schools 
and bilingual ballots as ''foolish and unnec
essary." 

Finding himself with little support by the 
end of his first term, Dr. Hayakawa retired. 

"He was invaluable during some very dif
ficult times-a courageous man of integrity 
and principle," former President Reagan said 
in a statement. 

Gov. Pete Wilson described Dr. Hayakawa 
as "a great California iconoclast," and said 
"certain images from S.I. Hayakawa's re
markable life will be burned into our memo
ries forever." 

Samuel Ichiye Hayakawa was born July 18, 
1906, in Vancouver, British Columbia, of Jap
anese parents. His father, Ichiro Hayakawa, 
has served in the U.S. Navy as a steward and 
then returned to Japan to marry Tora Isono. 
They settled in Canada, where the elder Ha
yakawa established an import-export busi
ness. 

"Sam" Hayakawa, the eldest of four chil
dren, graduated from the University of Mani
toba and received a master's degree in Eng
lish from McGill University. He received a 
doctorate in semantics from the University 
of Wisconsin. He taught there until 1939, 
when he moved to Chicago and taught at 
what is now the Illinois Institute of Tech
nology. From 1950 to 1955, he was on the fac
ulty of the University of Chicago. He then 
joined the English faculty of San Francisco 
State, which is now part of the California 
state university system. He became a U.S. 
citizen in' 1954. 

Dr. Hayakawa made his scholarly reputa
tion with "Language in Action," which ap
peared in 1941. It was reissued in 1947 as 
"Language and Thought in Action," a basic 
text in the field of semantics, which Dr. Ha
yakawa defined as the "comparative study of 
the kinds of responses people make to the 
symbols and signs around them." 

The book was prompted by the rise of Hit
ler and the way he used words and symbols 
to consolidate his political power. It makes 
the argument that words can be used both to 
disguise and distort reality and to illuminate 
it, and that words therefore are different 
from reality. 

Dr. Hayakawa's late brother-in-law, the 
late architect William Wesley Peters, was 
married to Joseph Stalin's daughter, 
Svetlana, who gave birth to the former So
viet leader's granddaughter in the Hayakawa 
residence in Mill Valley, Calif. 

Dr. Hayakawa's survivors include his wife, 
the former Margedant Peters, whom he met 
while he was teaching at Wisconsin, of Mill 
Valley; two sons; and a daughter. 

A TRADE DEFICIT WITH A MADE
IN-AMERICA LABEL 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, with 
international trade and our relations 
with the Commonwealth of Independ
ent States [CIS] so much on all of our 
minds, let me recommend to my col
leagues three articles from the Wash
ington Times written by Steve Hanke, 
a professor of applied economics at 
Johns Hopkins University. 

The first article is from January 2 
and attempts to put in some perspec
tive our trade deficit with Japan. The 
President's trip to Japan prompted 
many heated discussions around town 
about our trade relations with Japan. 
There is no question that Japan has 
many unfair trading practices. It is 
also true, however, that only a fraction 
of our trade deficit with Japan can be 

traced to these unfair practices. We 
really have a deficit that can be traced 
right back here to Washington. 

There is a long list of problems all of 
which find expression in the trade defi
cit. There is our anti-investment and 
antisaving tax policy. There is the con
stant growth in the number of regu
lators and in the total burden of regu
lation we impose on our economy. I be
lieve our transportation system has a 
great deal to do with our trade deficit 
by bleeding our economy of its com
petitiveness, and the last year's trans
portation bill is only a start in fixing 
that problem. 

Another piece of the Made-in-Wash
ington trade deficit problem, as this ar
ticle points out, is that United States 
trade policy has succillnbed to United 
States· special interests which have 
closed Japan's markets to significant 
raw material exports. 

All too often my friends from both 
sides of the aisle fail to recognize that 
our own managed trade policies may be 
contributing to our trade imbalance far 
more than Japan's barriers. Currently, 
U.S. regulations make it virtually im
possible to export oil and natural gas 
produced in Alaska. Japan depends on 
raw material imports. Our policies 
have forced Japan to seek other mar
kets. If the United States would alter 
these policies the Japanese would like
ly be more willing to make concessions 
in other areas. · 

It is interesting to me, Mr. President, 
that our major oil companies, with the 
wherewithal to drill oil wells, are now 
seeking foreign places to drill wells be
cause our policies here will not allow 
them to drill wells in the United States 
in many cases, specifically in Alaska. 

I urge my colleagues to read Dr. 
Hanke's article. Following my re
marks, I ask unanimous consent that 
it and the other two articles be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. SYMMS. The second article 

comes from the January 15 Washington 
Times. This article describes the trip 
of a successful Toronto mining engi
neer, Mr. Pierre Lassonde's, to Russia 
to tour several of Russia's mining oper
ations. It offers a unique insight into 
the business operations of Russia, void 
of the rose colored glasses the press 
usually wears. 

The third article, from the January 
22 Washington Times, points out that 
aid to the Commonwealth of Independ
ent States [CIS] may not be necessary 
and may actually impede the success of 
their transformation into free market 
states. A grand Marshall plan for the 
CIS will not necessarily increase eco
nomic recovery. Turning back the 
pages of history we find that the Mar
shall plan did not actually come into 
effect until well after Western Europe's 
economies had begun a sustained re-
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covery. Furthermore, the plan's impact 
was minor given the amount of aid in
volved-only a one-time, 2-percent gain 
in national income levels. 

Foreign aid lobbyists who are seek
ing funds for the Commonwealth ne
glect to point out that Chile and China 
have both achieved. economic success 
without foreign aid. In contrast, Israel 
and Egypt, who are the two largest re
cipients of aid, still are in economic 
shambles. Again, I urge my colleagues 
to read Dr. Hanke's articles. 

ExHIBIT 1 
[From the Washington Times, Jan. 2, 1992] 

TRADE IMBALANCE LOGROLLING 

(By Steve Hanke) 
President Bush is scheduled to visit Prime 

Minister Miyazawa in Tokyo during Jan. 7-
10. Joining the president's entourage will be 
a group of U.S. industrialists. It is no secret 
that the president will be trying to force the 
Japanese to join the "new world order." The 
industrialists will assist in that process by 
beating up on Mr. Miyazawa about Japan's 
trade policies. They will repeat the old re
frain that the U.S. trade deficit with Japan 
is due to "closed" Japanese markets and 
"open" American markets. In short, the in
dustrialists will claim that the United 
States is "right" and Japan is ··•wrong." 

The president's trip was originally sched
uled for early December 1991, but was can
celed so that the president could attend to 
domestic economic problems. Since our eco
nomic problems are just as bad, if not worse, 
than they were in early December we must 
ask: Why has the Tokyo trip been resched
uled for January? To answer that question, 
we don't have to look too far. 

Mr. Miyazawa's political base has weak
ened in recent weeks. Among other things, 
Japan's budget deficit has forced him to 
raise taxes in an election year. Also speaking 
of the new world order, Mr. Miyazawa was 
unable to obtain legislative approval for a 
measure that would allow Japanese troops to 
take part in U.N. peacekeeping forces. With 
the prime minister weakened, Mr. Bush de
cided it was time to wage gunboat diplomacy 
in the trade area. 

If Mr. Bush were really a world-class lead
er, he could put the political animals in the 
United States back in their cages and elimi
nate the bilateral trade deficit that the Unit
ed States runs with Japan. That could be ac
complished by putting the U.S. trade policies 
in order. Indeed, the trade deficit is caused, 
in large part, because the United States is 
"wrong." That, of course, doesn't imply that 
Japan is "right." 

To understand why this is so, we must 
present some little-known facts. The federal 
government holds one of the world's largest 
state-owned enterprises in its portfolio. 

The federal government owns 32 percent of 
all the land in the United States, or an area 
that is six times larger than the total area of 
Spain. Most of those government lands are in 
the West. For example, the government owns 
89 percent of Alaska, 86 percent of Nevada, 64 
percent of Utah and Idaho, 52 percent of Or
egon, 48 percent of Wyoming and more than 
29 percent of six other Western states. That 
fact is important because federal laws dic
tate what can be done on those lands and 
with the resources they contain. 

Now, we return to U.S.-Japanese trade re
lations and the role that those federal lands 
play in creating the U.S.-Japanese trade im
balance. The United States, not the Japa
nese, has closed Japan's markets to signifi-

cant raw material exports from the United 
States. Specifically, U.S. laws prohibit the 
export of unprocessed logs cut up on federal 
lands. In addition, a complex web of federal 
laws and regulations makes it virtually im
possible to export oil and natural gas pro
duced in Alaska. 

This odd twist in U.S. trade policy is the 
most important contributor to the U.S. 
trade deficit with Japan. And, more impor
tantly, it is the largest single factor that 
fuels America's smoldering trade relations 
with that nation.,Yet this twist remains un
known to the general public. 

The fundamental question is: Why have 
our politicians chosen to stifle U.S.-Japanese 
trade? The answer is simple: The politicians 
have ignored U.S. national interests while 
accommodating special interests in the Unit-
ed States. , 

The timber and wood products industry has 
collaborated with environmentalists to sup
port the ban on the export of federal logs. 
Those who own sawmills and depend on logs 
cut on federal lands for their raw material 
don't want federal logs exported. As they see 
it, the export prohibition helps to keep do
mestic log prices lower than they would oth
erwise be. Timber companies owning large 
acreages of private timber that aren't sub
ject to the export ban also like it. For these 
log exporters, the ban means less competi
tion in international log markets. The envi
ronmentalists, too, view the prohibition on 
log exports favorably. They beli~ve that the 
export ban is a way to reduce the quantity of 
logs cut on timber-rich federal lands on the 
West Coast and in Alaska. 

The maritime industry and the environ
mentalists represent the special interests 
that have teamed up to support restrictions 
on the export of Alaskan oil and gas. The 
Jones Act mandates that waterborne com
merce between U.S. ports be carried out in 
U.S.-built, owned, registered and manned 
ships. Thus the maritime industry (seamen's 
unions and domestic shipbuilders) sees re
strictions on oil and gas export to non-con
tiguous nations as a way to artificially guar
antee the demand for U.S. tankers and 
crews. And the maritime industry is correct. 
Currently more than 90 percent of the U.S. 
flagship capacity, measured in deadweight 
tons, is committed to carrying oil from Alas
ka to U.S. ports. Again, the environmental
ists embrace trade restrictions because they 
believe these impediments will reduce the 
attractiveness of using our nation's natural 
resources. 

While assisting these special interests, the 
ban on federal log exports and the restric
tions on Alaskan oil and gas have perverse 
consequences for both Japan and the United 
States. 

The Japanese depend on raw material im
ports, which are then processed into finished 
goods for internal use or export. U.S. trade 
policies have forced Japan to import logs, oil 
and gas from other countries, which in
creases Japan's import costs. 

The United States, too, is harmed. Because 
federal timber is not managed on an eco
nomic, environmentally sound basis, the 
value of the nation's vast timber holdings is 
dramatically reduced. (The U.S. Forest Serv
ice, much of whose timber stock is rotting 
faster that it is being harvested, is taking in 
about $1 billion a year less than it spends.) 
And the value (the "wellhead" price-the 
market price minus transport costs) of the 
nation's oil and gas assets is also reduced by 
these restrictive policies, since producers are 
required to transport these products in high
cost U.S. tankers to uneconomic destina-

tions in the United States. With the market 
price of oil a given, higher transport costs, 
mean lower receipts at the wellhead. · 

To break our trade stalemate with Japan, 
Mr. Bush should assume a leadership role 
and unilaterally offer to introduce legisla
tion that would open Japan's markets to log 
exports from federal lands and oil and gas 
from Alaska. 

By putting the interests of the nation 
ahead of narrow .special interests, Mr. Bush 
would be able to silence neoinerca.ntilist 
critics who fret over bilateral trade imbal
ances, since exports of federal logs and Alas
kan oil and .gas could reduce our trade deficit 
with Japan as much as 75 percent. Moreover, 
such a bold move by the president would, no 
doubt, produce concessions from the Japa
nese. 

Such a bold move would give the public 
some confidence that the president has ideas 
and leadership qualities in the economic 
sphere. Needless to say, Mr. Bush des
perately needs something to res'tore the 
public's confidence in his vision of economic 
policy. Alas, the president appears bent on 
using strong-arm tactics to establish "the 
new world order," rather than command the 
public's respect and confidence. 

[From the Washington Times, Jan. 15, 1992] 
MEASURING WORDS VS. REALITY 

(By Steve Hanke) 
For the duration of the Soviet Union's ex-· 

istence, most of the Western press and pun
dits have had a love affair with the Soviet's 
socialist economy. One celebrity who has 
sung the Soviets' praises is John . Kenneth 
Galbraith, the prolific Harvard professor. 

Mr. Galbraith's view of the Soviet econ
omy is perhaps best encapsulated in a piece 
he penned for the New Yorker· magazine. 
That publication is, by most standards, con
sidered to be a high brow. quality magazine. 
Indeed, Mr. Galbraith himself has written 
that the New Yorker staff is "celebrated in 
all literary circles for its pursuit of the 
truth." What better source? 

In the summer of 1984, Mr. Galbraith trav
eled to Moscow and Leningrad. Here's what 
he had to say: "That the Soviet economy has 
made great material progress in recent 
years-certainly in the near decade since my 
last visit-is evident both from the statistics 
(even if they are below expectation) and, as 
many have reported, from the general urban 
scene. One sees it in the appearance of solid 
well-being of the people on the streets, the 
close to murderous traffic, the incredible ex
foliation of apartment houses and the gen
eral aspect of restaurants, theaters and 
shops-though these are not, to be sure, the 
most reliable of indices.'' 

Mr. Galbraith then explained that the So
viets' biggest problem " comes directly from 
this affluence or relative affluence." But, he 
claimed that the Soviets have little to fear 
because their economic system is like a 
bumblebee: " In principle, with its heavy 
body and slightwings, it cannot fly; against 
all expectations deriving from its design, it 
does. Partly the Russian system succeeds be
cause, in contrast to the Western industrial 
economies, it makes full use of manpower." 

Although we cannot question Mr. Gal
braith's ability to write fiction, we must 
challenge his sense of observation and ana
lytical skills. In the era of glasnost, that is 
possible because Western observers are al
lowed to travel and report without ideologi
cal baggage. Mr. Pierre Lassonde, a success
ful and widely respected mining engineer 
from Toronto, did just that in August 1991, 
when he toured a sample of Russia's mining 
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operations and offered his counsel. We bor
row a page or two from his unpublished field 
report. 

After landing in Moscow, Mr. Lassonde was 
chauffeured to his htoel. During the 40-
minu te ride, the only thing of note were the 
"15 to 20 disabled autos" along the roadside. 
The next day, after several hours delay, he 
flew to Magadan, the capital of the Soviet 
Far East. One passenger was distinguished: a 
large German shepherd. It was strapped 
neatly in a seat, not uncommon in Russia. 
Service included water delivered in umwaxed 
plastic cups. As for the washroom, it was 
nothing more than a " flying outhouse." But, 
who could complain? The price of the air 
ticket was about $5, "about what the trip 
was worth." · 

From Magadan, Mr. Lassonde flew to 
Susuman, where he visited three surface gold 
mines and one underground operation. The 
first mine wasn't working; shut down for 
maintenance. At the next surface mine, Mr. 
Lassonde met the same fate. The third sur
face operation was also shut down; by then, 
Mr. Lassonde didn't bother to ask, why? The 
underground mine was also out of order 
awaiting a shipment of parts from Moscow. 
However, when they worked the miners were 
"chasing a small (6-inch to 3-feet thick wide) 
vein of ore, grading about 0.25 to 0.35 ounces 
of gold per ton." The only reason it could be 
construed as "economic" were the slave
labor wages paid, about $50 per month. The 
lowest-paid black South African miner re
ceives $200 per month, plus room and board. 
Full-fledged geologists at Susuman were 
paid about $15 per month, or a bit less than 
bus drivers. Mr. Lassonde concluded after ob
serving that wage structure, that education 
was not highly valued in the Soviet Union, 
except in the high reaches of the Communist 
Party. Indeed, with less than 2 percent of the 
population making its way to a university 
(and most of those studying in military-re
lated fields), Mr. Lassonde noted that 
trained hands were hard to find. 

The next visit was a gold-copper mine at 
Karamken. The mine was working, but the 
mill was shut down. The manager said the 
mill was taken down for an overhaul and 
would be working in a week. However, Mr. 
Lassonde thought it would take months to 
rehabilitate the operation. He also observed 
that the hoistman position, the most prized 
at Western mines, was always held by a 
woman. The gold room and bullion pour were 
also filled with women packing pistols on 
their hips. This was not the result of an af
firmative action program. Rather, "all jobs 
connected mine safety and security were 
taken by women, because women don't drink 
as much as men and are more reliable." Even 
so, at the Karamken site, Mr. Lassonde went 
through some rough productivity calcula
tions with the manager: "Each miner was on 
duty about six hours per day; subtracting 
travel time in the mine and a lunch break, 
about four hours were left; due to· equipment 
breakdowns and various shortages of mate
rials, those four hours were reduced to about 
two hours of effective work per day on aver
age, not much by any standard." 

The next stop was Norilsk, located well in
side the Arctic Circle. The area around 
Norilsk is noted for its rich ore deposits, and 
as the place where Alexander Solzhenitsyn 
was interned. It produces 100 percent of the 
Russians' platinum-palladium group metals, 
60 percent of their nickel and 40-50 percent of 
their copper. Mr. Lassonde's first stop was 
the flagship Octobersky mine, which, to his 
surprise, was actually working. The deposits 
were incredibly rich, perhaps $2,000 per ton. 

Even with the Russian's unorthodox and in
efficient methods, that operation was mak
ing real money. 

The only problem with Octobersky was the 
high sulfur content of the ores, as high as 34 
percent. "The smelters are probably the 
largest single source of pollution in the 
world, releasing about 2 million tons of un
treated sulfur dioxide per year into the at
mosphere." Not surprisingly, breathing was 
difficult in Norilsk and the environment 
within 200 kilometers of the smelters was 
completely dead. 

Still in the Norilsk region, Mr. Lassonde 
visited Talnak. Four of the 12 mills there 
were not working, and Mr. Lassonde dubbed 
the overall operation as a " junk dealer's par
adise." The planners hadn't gotten things co
ordinated very well. Most of the piping at 
the mill was made of titanium steel, with a 
life of at least 100 years. The only problem 
was that technology changes every 15 to 20 
years, and instead of scraping old pipes
there is no scrap market-the Russians just 
built new piping systems on top of the old 
ones. The result was a Rube Goldberg affair: 
four complex layers of high-quality pipe, 
with one actually working. 

Before departing from Norilsk for Moscow, 
Mr. · Lassonde turned his attention to sou
venir shopping. That proved difficult. He at
tempted to exchange dollars for rubles. But, 
the bank manager was nowhere to be found. 
The last anyone had seen of him was the 
night before, drunk at a wedding party. In 
any case, there was little to buy. The only 
purchase made was an auto muffler that the 
translator purchased and carried back to 
Moscow, where mufflers were unavailable. 

Fortunately, after two weeks of "half-rot
ten, positively inedible food," Mr. Lassonde 
had enough strength to offer concluding ob
servations about Soviet socialism: "The cap
ital stock is hopelessly outdated and in dis
repair, incapable of producing goods accept
able in any markets; the people are 
uneducated, have no sense of the work ethic, 
and are totally incapable of recognizing or 
uttering the truth. " 

That appraisal didn't deter Mr. Lassonde's 
host, however. Upon his departure, Mr. 
Lassonde received an hourlong monologue 
that had a certain Galbraithian quality. In 
short, he was told that, "With the West's 
money and the Russian's brains, we 'll go 
far ." 

[From the Washington Times, Jan. 22, 1992) 
WHAT MANNER OF AID FOR THE NEW NATIONS? 

SACHS VS. BAKER 

(By Steve Hanke) 
Nations and institutions with a role to 

play in aid to the members of the Common
wealth of Independent States (C.I.S.) are 
gathering in Washington, D.C., today and to
morrow. The U.S. State Department has 
called the conference to coordinate the dis
tribution of aid for the new nations. 

Even though the State Department has in
dicated that the conference will be restricted 
to discussions about so-called humanitarian 
aid and self-help programs, it may be politi
cally difficult for Secretary of State James 
A. Baker III to hold off demands for more aid 
by the foreign aid lobby. Led by Mr. Boris 
Yeltsin's adviser, Professor Jeffrey Sachs of 
Harvard University, the aid lobby is in full 
swing. Mr. Sachs claims that the transition 
from socialism to capitalism in the member 
states of the C.I.S. will be impossible with
out significant amounts of foreign aid. 

In making his case to limit the scope of 
the conference, Mr. Baker should recall that 
Mr. Sachs is employing smoke and mirrors, 

rather than economic analysis, to make his 
case. Just consider the magnitude of the pro
fessor 's aid request. After careful study, Mr. 
Sachs concludes that the C.I.S. needs $20 bil
lion in foreign aid this year. That require
ment is calculated as follows: Poland, where 
Mr. Sachs is also an adviser, is going 
through a painful transition shock therapy. 
To ease the pain, Poland is receiving almost 
$3 billion per annum from Western govern
ments. Since the population of the C.I.S. is 
about 7.25 times greater than Poland's, the 
C.I.S. should receive 7.25 times more aid than 
Poland, or $20 billion per annum. Numbers of 
such magnitude numb the mind. As the late 
Sen. Everett McKinley Dirksen would say, 
"A billion here, a billion there, and soon it 
adds up to real money." Well , $20 billion is 
real money. Indeed, an additional $20 billion 
would increase the world's foreign aid dis
bursements by about 60 percent. 

Let's go beyond the complex calculations 
required to arrive at the $20 billion figure, 
and examine Mr. Sachs' general argument. 
The most notable cases of successful trans
formations from socialism to capitalism are 
Chile and China's Guangzhou region, which 
is located directly north of Hong Kong. In 
1973, Gen. Augusto Pinochet inherited a so
cialist economy that was collapsing and suf
fering from hyperinflation. Today, after a 
Pinochet-directed transformation, Chile's 
economy receives high marks. For example, 
according to a recent report on Third World 
economies issued by the secretariat of the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
(GATT) in Geneva, "Chile emerges as a Third 
World superstar." As for the Guangzhou re
gion of China, it transformed itself from 
communism into a vigorous market econ
omy over the past 12 years, with a real 
growth rate of about 12 percent per annum. 

In both cases, foreign aid was· not required. 
During the Pinochet years most countries 
withdrew aid to Chile. As a result, Chile real
ized a net outflow, rather than a net inflow, 
of aid. In the 1980s, China as a whole, re
ceived less aid on a per capita basis than any 
Third World nation. These facts explain why 
Mr. Sachs and other aid lobbyists refrain 
from playing the Chile and China cards. 

One card that Mr. Sachs and his associates 
play with great regularity, however, is the 
Marshall Plan card. The folk image painted 
by biographers of statesmen and historians 
of international relations is one in which 
Western Europe was little more than a 
corpse, incapable of economic recovery with
out U.S. foreign aid. Hence, the image-mak
ers conclude that the rapid recovery of West
ern Europe's economies resulted from the 

. Marshall Plan, which committed the United 
States to $13.2 billion in aid from 1948 to 1951, 
with 25 percent of that going to the United 
Kingdom. 

Serious analysis has all but destroyed the 
widely held folk image of the Marshall Plan, 
however, By 1948, when the Marshall Plan 
began, the reconstruction of devastated pub
lic infrastructure was largely complete, and 
Western Europe's economies were already 
bouncing back. For example, by the last 
quarter of 1946 almost as much freight was 
loaded on the railways of Western Europe as 
had been transported in 1938. 

The Marshall Plan was also not large 
enough to stimulate Western European 
growth by accelerating the replacement and 
expansion of its capital stock. Indeed, cal
culations show that, after four years of the 
Marshall Plan, Western European national 
income levels were, at best, only 2 percent 
higher than would have been the case other
wise. While this was a welcome addition, it is 
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hardly the sort of dramatic change 
trumpeted by the Marshall Plan's image
makers and Mr. Sachs. 

Indeed, the Marshall Plan was simply not a 
decisive factor in Western Europe's post
World War II boom. 

Contrary to Mr. Sachs' claims, foreign aid 
is clearly not a necessary condition for a 
successful economic transformation and re
structuring. But, perhaps more importantly, 
there is considerable evidence to suggest 
that aid impedes the transformation process. 
For example, Israel and Egypt are the two 
largest recipients of U.S. aid largesse, and 
both have been unable to transform their 
largely socialist economies. In "Toward 
Growth: A Blueprint for Economic Rebirth 
in Israel," Alvin Rabushka and I document 
that, in the case of Israel, aid has done noth
ing more than fuel Israel's war against cap
italism. 

In resisting the aid lobby, Mr. Baker is 
holding all the high cards. It's time for him 
to call Mr. Sachs' bluff. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 4 minutes, 19 seconds. 

Mr. SYMMS. I thank the Chair. 

WARREN T. BROOKES 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, last 

night there was a dinner to honor the 
late Warren T. Brookes which was 
sponsored by the American Enterprise 
Institute, the Boston Herald, the Cato 
Institute, the Competitive Enterprise 
Institute, Creators Syndicate, the De
troit News, Forbes, the Fund for Amer
ican Studies, the Heritage Foundation, 
Human Events, National Federation of 
Independent Business, Reader's Digest, 
and the Washington Times. 

Mr. President, I have a series of arti
cles by Warren T. Brookes and a spe
cific editorial by the Detroit News I 
wish to have printed in the RECORD at 
the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, on De

cember 28, 1991, this country lost a 
great American; Warren T. Brookes, a 
syndicated newspaper columnist. He 
was a friend of mine, and I respected 
him greatly. I believe I learned and 
benefited greatly from his writings. 

He wrote intelligently and convinc
ingly on a range of public policy issues. 
Unlike any other columnist Warren 
Brookes' articles and columns gave the 
public the straight facts. He would not 
manipulate the truth to give the public 
what it wanted to hear. 

Brookes challenged popular notions 
on the economy and the environment. 
He had the ability to raise serious 
questions about issues accepted as 
givens by so many of his · contem
poraries. 

Brookes was a great proponent of pri
vate property. He reported that regu
lators had interpreted the Clean Water 
Act to give them jurisdiction over at 
least half of all farmland, and as much 
as 60 percent of U.S. total land area. 

In September of 1991, he showed how 
Federal wetland regulations were turn
ing into Federal confiscation of private 
land. His focus was truly outside the 
beltway leading the grass-roots private 
property-rights rebellion. 

Unless he could give some new in
sight into an issue then he would not 
write about it. 

He was a fighter, a fervent believer in 
the free market system. 

Mary Lou Forbes, opinion editor for 
the Washington Times, said "[Brookes] 
had vision that enabled him to spot 
emerging issues months, even years be
fore they were being written about by 
others." 

Warren is most highly regarded for 
his works in the environmental field. 
His extensive study of economics en
abled him to analyze environmental 
policy issues for their impact on the 
Nation's economy. 

Warren had the ability to read sci
entific literature and economic studies, 
understand it, then present it in a clear 
way. He would never just rely on press 
releases and summaries as many other 
journalists do. 

He demonstrated with credible facts 
that the ecological benefits of regula
tion were often exaggerated while the 
excessive economic costs were being ig
nored. 

When Science magazine ran an arti
cle explaining exactly why asbestos 
was nothing to be afraid of, Brookes 
explained it in the Times within 3 
weeks. Those who were not attentive 
to Brookes spent thousands o"f dollars 
to remove unnecessarily asbestos sim
ply because the overzealous EPA prod
ded them to do so. Later EPA went to 
Congress to say they made a mistake, 
you did not have to remove it. 

Taxpayers do not realize how much 
more they would have had to spend had 
Warren Brookes not exposed the 
amount of resources that were being 
spent wastefully on projects that were 
unneeded. 

Brookes was never afraid to expose 
unpleasant realities. He helped expose 
the Charles Keating scandal. He helped 
unmask fraud in federally funded 
science programs and he courageously 
disclosed the damaging excesses and 
errors of extreme environmentalism. 

Warren made this point again and 
again in regard to environmental ac
tion-environmental action makes 
sense only if the benefits exceed the 
costs and that to judge the benefits 
government nee·ds a reliable scientific 
base. Only through science can one 
gauge the heal th or ecological impacts 
of pollution and determine if a program 
of controls does any good. 

My colleague, Senator LEVIN, put it 
well when he said, "Whether you 
agreed with him or disagreed with him, 
you read him." 

Mr. President, Warren also possessed 
one of the broad ranging insightful 
minds of the day. In a stirring speech 

at Moscow State University in the last 
year of his Presidency, President 
Reagan quoted literally from Warren's 
1982 book, "The Economy in Mind," 
about the true wellspring of Demo
cratic capitalism. 

Mr. President, also I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
the statement by the Vice President 
last night honoring Mr. Brookes. 

There being no objection, the re
marks were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
PREPARED REMARKS BY THE VICE PRESI

DENT-WARREN BROOKES TRIBUTE DINNER, 
WASHINGTON, DC, MARCH 3, 1992 

Thank you. Warren Brookes: Writer, busi
nessman, loyal husband, friend .... We'll 
miss him. To the gracious Jane Brookes, 
Tom Bray, and friends, it is my honor to join 
in this tribute and celebration. 

You know, it's impossible to walk very far 
in this city without being reminded that 
you're in the seat of power. But I sometimes 
think that we who live here are the most 
prone to forgetting just how powerful an ef
fect one man can have. And we're here to
night to honor one of those rare men who 
came here and, well, actually accomplished 
something. 

Warren Brookes accomplished something 
because he didn't seekpower or acclaim, but 
only truth. From across the nation, the 
power-hungry and attention-starved trek to 
Washington like ants to a picnic table. They 
crave an official title. Or a committee chair-

. manship. Or a new agency or cabinet depart
ment to oversee, and a fresh set of regula
tions to keep them busy. They think of 
power as derived only from the state. 

Well, in his brief stay in these parts, War
ren Brookes taught us about a differeQt kind 
of power: The power of the individual. Tl;le 
power of a truth simply spoken. The power of 
solid evidence, skeptically and impartially 
weighed. The power of integrity and hon
esty-even against fashionable dogmas and 
vast bureaucracies. And above all, the power 
of good will to shape great affairs. 

If anyone doubts how much Warren shaped 
recent events, I'm here to testify from per
sonal experience. Nothing was more dev
astating to our opponents in 1988 than War
ren's calm and level-headed series about his 
home state and the truth about its financial 
affairs. And that, you'll recall, was when 
"Mr. Competence" was ahead in the polls 
and all those Massachusetts miracle workers 
were just about packed for the move to 
Washington. . 

Well, the miracle workers stayed in Massa
chusetts. And the Commonwealth is just now 
recovering from their leadership, with the 
help of a new governor who is applying many 
of the economic ideas Warren advanced years 
ago. 

But unlike so many commentators as they 
acquire more influence, Warren wasn't a 
mocker. He was a skeptic, not a cynic. The 
age of science and information has ushered 
in the age of the half-truth, and with it a 
whole series of fashionable causes and 
hysterias. 

It was Warren's calling to sift through the 
resulting mass of government studies and re
ports and policy papers. And then, to make 
sense of all this stuff for the rest of us. Fif
teen years ago there was an even greater gap 
than today between information and under
standing. And so God sent us this idealistic 
workhorse to clear things up, and inspire us 
to similar efforts with his example. 
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To the back scientist, the environmental 

zealot, or the overblown bureaucrat, Warren 
was a menace. He was the Sergeant Joe Fri
day of American journalism, wanting "just 
the fact." Eying the fraud suspiciously. Tak
ing a second look at the account books. In 
short, a swell guy to know unless you were 
up to no good. 

Back when Washington was a simpler place 
Andrew Jackson said that "One man with 
courage makes a majority." Well, our friend 
Warren exemplified that and a few other 
hopeful sayings: That one honest man makes 
a difference. That one truth-seeker can de
feat an array of well-funded errors. And, 
even when he entered the most bitter con
troversies, Warren's simple and generous 
outlook reminded us of something else: that 
a kind spirit turneth away all wrath. 

He left us all a little wiser, and our politi
cal system a little better. He deflated many 
cherished myths, and silenced many would
be experts, yet left behind not a single 
enemy. And to each of us here, he left an en
during gift. For we can say that in a city re
nown for so many false causes, false prom
ises, and false friends, we were blessed to 
know the truest and gentlest of men. 

Thank you, and may God bless our friend 
Warren. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I extend 
by sympathies to Warren's family. We 
will miss Warren, but he leaves a 
mighty legacy of wonderful journalism, 
provocative commentary, and true fel
lowship. Most of all his ideas live. 

I yield the floor, and I thank the dis
tinguished Presiding Officer. 
[From the Washington Times, Apr. 11, 1991) 

SWAMPING THE ECONOMY? 

(By Warren Brookes) 
In 1988, political pollster Robert Teeter 

convinced candidate George Bush that 
environmentalism was good politics. He 
failed to warn him that it usually makes 
lousy economics. 

Last Friday, President Bush got yet an
other demonstration of this when the unem
ployment rate soared to a four-year high, up 
three-tenths of a point to 6.8 percent, as U.S. 
employers chopped another 205,000 workers 
from their payrolls. Since October, we have 
lost 1.2 million jobs. 

Leading that plunge is the construction in
dustry, which since its peak in February 1990 
has lost 588,000 jobs, 70,000 in March alone. 
What has this to do with environmentalism? 
Across the country, contractors have been 
singing the blues over the "greens" since the 
March 1989 release of the "Federal Manual 
For Identifying and Delineating Jurisdic
tional Wetlands." 

This manual vastly extends the reach of 
this regulation (Section 404 of the 1972 Clean 
Water Act) to encompass in its "jurisdic
tion" (requiring federal permits) at least 
half of all farmland, and as much as 60 per
cent of U.S. total land area. 

Every contractor must now clear his prop
erty with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
and the Environmental Protection Agency or 
face jail. Unfortunately, since March 1989, 
that "permitting" process appears to have 
come to a screeching halt across the coun
try, from Savannah, Ga., to Lockport, N.Y. 

So much so, in fact, the White House is 
carrying on damage control among Repub
lican constituents and EPA Administrator 
William Reilly is beating a strategic retreat. 
Mr. Reilly admitted to the American Farm
land Trust on March 7, "The federal govern
ment in a number of areas asserted iurisdic-

tion under the new manual over areas it had 
never before considered wetlands-for in
stance, farm fields on Maryland's Eastern 
Shore, some pine forests in the Southeast, 
sizable tracts in suburban Houston-sud
denly these lands were under the jurisdiction 
of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act," and 
he called for quick revisions. 

But Mr. Reilly is the one who sold Mr. 
Bush on his campaign promise of ''no net 
loss of wetlands." The manual is an expres
sion of Mr. Reilly's long-term commitment 
to "national land use planning" as a way of 
protecting the environment against develop-
ment and growth. · 

Mr. Bush should talk to Margaret Ann Rie
gle of Cambridge, Md. In 1988, Mrs. Riegle 
(who retired as vice president of finance for 
the New York Daily News) and her husband 
bought a 138-acre abandoned farm on the 
Eastern Shore of Maryland as a real estate 
investment. 

She first heard about the new manual in 
November 1989 when the Corps of Engineers' 
Baltimore regulator held a seminar for prop
erty owners, telling them "the new manual 
was no problem. Just file for a permit. Might 
take six weeks or so, but we deny so few." 

What Mrs. Riegle also found is that most 
of the Eastern Shore was now classified as 
"non-tidal wetlands," not because of actual 
water, but because of, hydric soils. "That 
meant our farm was 100 percent jurisdic
tional non-tidal wetlands. But we weren't 
really ready to subdivide, so we accepted the 
Corps' word on permits." 

But that complacency was shattered in 
May 1990 when her elderly neighbor came to 

. her in tears saying the Corps was killing her 
plans to subdivide the 44-acre farm she and 
her husband had invested their life savings 
in. "Her husband was about to have spinal 
surgery, so I volunteered to look at their 
permit application and respond to the agen
cies." 

She soon discovered, contrary to the Corps' 
blithe assertions, "As of August 1990, the 
Corps had not issued a single residential con
struction permit since March of 1989." By 
last November, using a constant barrage of 
letters, press conferences and even an ap
pearance on Connie Chung's "CBS Weekend 
Network News," Mrs. Riegle and her newly 
organized Fairness to Landowners Commit
tee (FLOC, membership now over 6,000) 
forced the Baltimore district of the Corps to 
release most of its 19-month backlog of per
mits. 

But Chatham County, Ga., around Savan
nah is not so lucky. There the Corps has not 
issued a single permit since March 1989, and 
the EPA is actually tearing down new houses 
built on reclassified wetlands! Up in Provi
dence, R.I., last September the Senate's wet
lands tyrant John Chafee ducked out on a 
hearing jammed with furious property own
ers who cheered former Corps executive Ber
nie Goode (who helped write the manual) 
when he attacked "this wetlands worship" 
and warned as a result of the manual "the 
regulated sector is on the verge of anarchy." 

That "anarchy" was summed up in Hamp
ton, Va., when a request by the Thomas Nel
son Community College for a Corps of Engi
neers check of its 40-acre site for a new 
sports complex led to a finding of "hydric 
soils" not only at the college but on the 
nearby 38-acre Nelson Farms subdivision, the 
800-home Michael's Woods subdivision, the 
300-acre Hampton Roads Center office park 
and the 600-home Hampton Woods subdivi
sion. As Hampton Mayor James Eason said, 
"It's conceivable it could halt all develop
ment in the city of Hampton." That is what 
the greens have in mind for the nation. 

[From the Washington Times, July 26, 1990) 
THE GREAT GREEN S&L LAND GRAB 

(By Warren Brookes) 
High level Bush appointees at the Interior 

Department are quietly arranging to turn 
the savings-and-loan bailout into one of the 
largest environmental land-takings since the 
National Parks. 

In the process, they could be adding $40 bil
lion or more to the cost of the bailout itself, 
say highly placed sources at Interior, who 
contend that Secretary Manuel Lujan is as 
yet unaware of the effort being "orches
trated" by Assistant Secretary of Fish, Wild
life and Parks Constance B. Harriman. 

This column has acquired a draft "Memo
randum of Understanding Between The Reso-
1 ution Trust Corporation and the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Services" to be signed on Aug. 3 
by John F. Turner, director of the 11.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and David C. Cooke, ex
ecutive director of the Resolution Trust 
Corp. 

It sets up FWS to act as "technical con
sultant to the RTC on matters dealing with 
fish and wildlife resources and environ
mental planning, including recommenda
tions for the protection and restoration en
hancement of wetlands, flood plain habitats, 
coastal barrier resources, threatened and en
dangered species and other fish and wildlife 
resources." 

The memorandum calls for FWS to make 
an inventory of all of the present $300 billion 
to $400 billion in property assets held by the 
RTC, and then make recommendations for 
restrictions, sanctions and easements to be 
imposed on those properties before their sale 
to the public under the general rubric of 
"land use restrictions consistent with pro
tecting and restoring Important Resources," 
to be designated by FWS. 

Top officials at Interior estimate that as 
much as 40 percent of the total property in
ventory now held by the RTC could come 
under such covenants which would then have 
to be written into the deeds of sale and 
transferred to prospective buyers. ' 

Since these covenants will massively re
strict the potential use of these properties, 
officials suggest they could "lower the mar
ket value of those properties by at least 2~ 
40 percent." 

That would suggest that up to $160 billion 
in RTC properties might be covered by FWS 
restrictions that could knock another $40 
billion to as much as $65 billion off their 
market value, at the added expense of the 
taxpayers who already face a $150 billion bill 
for the savings-and-loan bailout.* * * 

The memorandum calls for FWS officials 
to screen all RTC properties for the follow
ing "Important Resources": 

"1) Wetlands. 
"2) Riparian zones, floodplains and coastal 

barriers. 
"3) Federally threatened and endangered 

species (including proposed and candidate). 
"4) Fish and wildlife habitats of local, re

gional, State or national importance .... 
"5) Aquifer recharge areas of local, re

gional, State or national importance, or as 
identified by Federal or State agencies or 
private nonprofit organizations. 

"6) Areas of high water quality or scenic 
value, including wild and scenic rivers, natu
ral landmarks and wilderness areas as identi
fied by Federal or State agencies or private 
nonprofit organizations. 

"7) Areas of special management impor
tance . ... " 

This sweeping catalogue of wide-open easy
to-meet conditions would allow the triangle 
of environmentalist organizations, govern-
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ment agencies and Congress to exercise the 
"taking" power of the government by slap
ping one property after another with restric
tions written into the prospective deeds of 
transfer. 

The memorandum includes "standard lan
guage" for such "Conservation Easement 
Reservations" which would assign "a perpet
ual easement on the property" and which 
would allow the government and/or a non
profit environmental agency ("easement 
manager") a permanent "right of way" 
through the property "to accommodate ac
cess by vehicles and equipment deemed nec
essary and desirable by the easement man
ager for easement management." 

It also lays out covenants that would _pre
vent the owner from building any "dwell
ings, barns, outbuildings or other struc
tures" in the easement area, and would order 
that "the vegetation, or hydrology of the de
scribed easement area will not be altered in 
any way. This includes preventing cutting or 
mowing, cultivation or grazing, or harvest
ing wood or in any way affecting "the natu
ral flow of surface waters," or drainage. 

In short, any property which the FWS or 
its allies in the environmental community 
designates as "important" will be effectively 
locked up against any future use other than 
as natural habitat. 

What this amounts to of course is that the 
government is "taking" land without actu
ally buying it. While the owner will nomi
nally have title, the government will be his 
or her landlord and policeman in perpetuity. 
Thomas Jefferson would retch. 

The sweep of this "Memorandum of Under
standing" and its significance should not be 
underestimated. For more than two years 
now, the environmentalists have eyed the 
thrift bailout with naked greed as the per
fect backdoor route to national land-use 
planning and the locking up of private prop
erty against private development. 

Congress gave them this "hunting and fish
ing" license against the taxpayers and pri
vate property holders as part of th,e savings
and-loan bailout bill last year. Constance 
Harriman and John Turner and a widespread 
elitist "green coalition" within the Bush ad
ministration can hardly wait to exercise it. 
The cost of that license is at least $40 billion. 
House and Urban Development Secretary 
Jack Kemp, now struggling with "affordable 
housing" issues, should take note. 

[From the Washington Times, July 3, 1991) 
THE BANK REFORM THAT ISN'T 

(By Warren Brookes) 
Last Friday the House Banking Comm! ttee 

proved it learned nothing from the $180 bil
lion savings-and-loan disaster, and is quite 
willing to repeat the lesson with the banks, 
also at our expense. 

While the committee accepted virtually all 
of the administration's proposals to increase 
banking powers and allow non-banks to own 
banks, it turned down even the Treasury's 
timid efforts to reform the deposit insurance 
system. It did this even as the Resolution 
Trust Corp. 's estimates of the savings-and
loan bailout costs soared past $180 billion, 
while Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. Chair
man William Seidman warned the banking 
fund will be insolvent by the end of this year 
and must borrow another $30 billion to meet 
current liquidity needs. 

Rep. Gerald Kleczka, Wisconsin Democrat, 
correctly tagged this ludicrous action as 
"the first step down the road to a taxpayer 
bailout." He told The Washington Post, "We 
can't ha.ve it both ways. We cannot open the 
door to risky new activities without reduc-

ing potential exposure to the deposit insur
ance fund." It's even worse than that. On the 
same day it refused to limit deposit insur
ance to no more than two $100,000 accounts 
per customer, the committee voted to ex
pand the FDIC coverage to all government 
and private pension fund money, adding up 
to $500 billion to the FDIC exposure! Para
doxically, the committee did vote to curb 
the ability of the FDic to pay off large de
positors in large banks under the "too big to 
fail" doctrine. But even here the effort was 
to push those deposit funds back in the di
rection of the smaller banks whose lobbyists 
were active in killing deposit insurance re
form. What is really sickening about this 
whole process is that it does nothing to stop 
the current hemorrhage in the nation's 
banking system. 

Two days before the House action, the na
tion's 10th largest bank, Wells Fargo an
nounced it was adding $350 million to its 
loan loss reserves, effectively wiping out its 
second-quarter earnings. Not only was Wells 
Fargo one of the nation's most profitable 
banks, its portfolio is fat with what used to 
be the most gold-plated assets, California 
land, including $10.5 billion in commercial 
real estate. This is the first sign that the 
"value disease" that swept through the East 
and the Southwest has now reached the 
Golden Shores. Indeed, the FDIC said in its 
recent quarterly banking profile the share of 
troubled real estate assets in California had 
jumped to 4.24 percent from 2.96 percent at 
the end of 1990. 

All this underscores a simple reality: Until 
the real estate market recovers, the banking 
system will not recover, and the losses both 
to the FDIC and the RTC (and us) will esca
late. Happily, there is a very simple, cost
free solution to this crisis that would actu
ally save taxpayers as much as $40 billion in 
the two industries, banks and thrifts. Unhap
pily, Congress won' t even consider it. That 
solution is to cut the capital gains tax rate 
from its current top rate of about 31 percent 
to 18 percent, or lower. This would imme
diately restore half of the more than $400 bil
lion in value to the real estate market, lost 
since Congress raised that tax rate from 20 
percent to 28 percent in the 1986 Tax Reform. 
That bill also wiped out billions in real es
tate investment tax breaks that multiplied 
this loss. 

Since 1987, the Real Estate Investment 
Trust Index fell more than 70 percent. Most 
of the current banking crisis, and more than 
half the thrift crisis can be traced directly to 
Tax Reform. The reason is simple: Every dol
lar of increased tax devalues real estate by 
about $10. The 1986 Reform effectively raised 
taxes on real estate assets by about $40 bil
lion. That cut the value of the portfolios of 
lending institutions by nearly $400 billion, 
and killed at least $25 billion in bank cap
ital. 

Conversely, cutting capital gains rates 
would restore nearly half of that lost valu
ation, and infuse nearly $12 billion in capital 
to a banking industry that desperately needs 
it. Instead, the House Banking Committee 
action will exacerbate this problem by forc
ing regulators to close banks faster when 
their capital dips below the minimum, esca
lating taxpayer losses. A capital gains rate 
adjustment would make most such actions 
unneeded. 

Ironically, such a move would also reduce 
the U.S. deficit by at least $30 billion, raising 
revenues by about $9 billion (over five years) 
and cutting the cost of the RTC bailout by 
about $21 billion (by raising the value of its 
real estate portfolio). It is a win-win policy. 

But congressional Democratic leadership is 
so obsessed with the possibility that such a 
move might also enrich some investors, they 
will not even consider it. 

Instead, they pass a "banking reform" that 
massively increases the potential costs to 
taxpayers, to reward a banking lobby that 
has given House Banking Committee mem
bers alone nearly $3.5 million in the 1989-90 
election cycle, and more than $25 million to 
Congress as a whole. That's more than any 
other PAC group except organized labor. A 
dozen members of the House Banking Com
mittee received more than $100,000 in that 
cycle. In the Senate, "banking reform" is 
being chaired by a mem her of the Kea ting 
Five. 

In short, on Capitol Hill, it is business as 
usual and the taxpayers will pick up the tab. 

[From the Washington Times, Sept. 4, 1991) 
FLIGHT PLAN TO RESCUE REFORM? 

(By Warren Brookes) 
The breakup of the Soviet Union into sov

ereign republics will only accentuate the 
biggest hurdle in getting to a market econ
omy: achieving a credible currency. While 
property rights and privatization are essen
tial, they mean nothing without a reliable 
and convertible money. 

Unfortunately, the failure to deal with 
monetary reform is jeopardizing not only 
economic reform in the whole Warsaw Bloc, 
it endangers U.S. economic recovery as their 
citizens decide to abandon their own incred
ible, politicized currencies in favor of the 
dollar, and that is draining U.S. dollars from 
the U.S. economy. 

Over the last 12 months, the U.S. monetary 
base has risen by a seemingly comfortable 10 
percent, more than enough to stimulate 
strong domestic monetary creation. But it 
hasn't. The reason: More than 90 percent of 
the growth in the U.S. monetary base 
(known as "power money") has been in cur
rency, and more than 60 percent of that ex
pansion has gone overseas, filling the de
mand from Poland to Argentina, Bulgaria to 
Brazil for credible money. 

In short, citizens in these market-evolving 
economies are carrying out their own "cur
rency reform." In Argentina today, the total 
supply of $5 billion worth of australs is ex
ceeded by the $7 billion held in U.S. dollars. 

Ironically, this "market-based" back door 
reform is pointing the way to a solution to 
the currency convertibility problem: the re
placement of politically controlled central 
banks with apolitical "currency boards" 
such as operate in Hong Kong and Singapore. 

A currency board is not a bank. It has no 
other function than to issue currency and 
coinage based on the amount of "reserve cur
rency" assets it holds, on a fixed ratio. But 
the reserves are determined by market 
forces, the willingness of others to buy your 
goods and invest in your country. 

If a nation has $10 billion in dollar-denomi
nated securities or gold reserves, it issues as 
much domestic currency as its fixed ex
change rate allows. But unlike a central 
bank, it has no power to create more money 
than the nation is generating in hard re
serves. Every ruble or zloty must be backed 
at a fixed rate with the reserve currency, say 
the dollar, or deutsche mark, or sterling. 

The currency board's entire income comes 
from interest earned on the reserve currency 
assets (5 percent to 6 percent) less the actual 
costs of issuing and coining currency and 
money (0.5 percent). This makes the cur
rency board self-sustaining from the " sei
gnorage." 

Once a currency board is established, the 
central bank must disappear with all if its 
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other functions (bank regulations, check 
clearing, and lending of last resort) put 
under the country's finance ministry or 
treasury department. The Soviet central 
bank has no credibility and no incentive to 
try to achieve it. It is as obsolete as the Su
preme Soviet. 

The currency board is not a new idea. As 
Johns Hopkins economist Steven Hanke and 
his researcher from George Mason Univer
sity, Kurt Shuler point out in several papers, 
it was first used successfully in the British 
colonies in Africa, 'where all local currencies 
were tied by currency boards to the reserves 
in sterling assets. 

But the most interesting example they 
found is highly relevant to today's situation. 
During the heat of the Russian Revolution, 
North Russia, the British-sponsored anti
czarist holdout against the Bolsheviks, 
adopted a currency board to supply credible 
money to keep the .economy running. 

The progenitor of that plan (which worked 
very well while North Russia survived) was 
none other than John Maynard Keynes, who 
was a high official in the British Treasury. 
Keynes, who was then a strong · advocate of 
the gold standard, proposed the establish
ment of something called the "Emission 
Caisse" (French term for "note issue office") 
that set an official rate between the British 
pound and rubles at 40 to 1 and backed that 
with pounds on deposit at the Bank of Eng
land. Write Messrs. Hanke and Shuler. 

"The Caisse worked like the Western Afri
can Currency Board which had been estab
lished for British's colonies in that regi'on in 
1912 . . . [and] became the model for many 
similar boards in other British colonies." It 
was essentially the same as the highly suc
cessful monetary system adopted for colo
nial India. 

Mr. Hanke is now pushing several East Eu
ropean countries, including both Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia, to adopt currency boards as 
a way out of their present inflationary mess 
and a way to generate the kind of currency 
credibility those countries must have if for
eign investors are to send them their capital 
in any quantity. 

Indeed, one of the beauties of the currency 
board approach is that it would serve as an 
instant stimulus to foreign capital inflows to 
countries that badly need them-and those 
inflows actually would fuel credit and mone
tary expansion, a reserve currency assets 
rise and allow more note issuance, not by 
manipulation or central bank inflation, but 
on a sound basis. 

The currency board offers real value not 
only to newly market-organizing countries, 
but to developed nations that wish to get 
away from central bank "fine tuning" and 
manipulation. 

Says Mr. Hanke: "The key difference be
tween a' currency board system and a central 
banking system is that a currency board has 
no power to carry out a discretionary mone
tary policy. It is an 'almost foolproof institu
tion because it cannot act as an independent 
disturbing element in the economy: Market 
forces call the currency's tune. In contrast, a 
central bank has the power to destabilize the 
economy, and the history of central banks 
shows that they have often used that power, 
sometimes intentionally, but other times by 
mistake. A central bank run by saints, as 
long as they were not all-knowing saints, 
would still not work as well as a currency 
board system." 

For the Soviet republics, it may be the 
only answer. 

[From the Washington Times, Nov. 14, 1991] 
HIGH COSTS OF GoING CALIFORNIA 

(By Warren Brookes) 
Instead of a tax cut, President Bush could 

do much more for the U.S. economy by sus
pending implementation of the 1990 Clean 
Air Act, for one or two years, saving the 
economy $40 billion a year for little or no 
loss in benefits. With the auto industry los
ing $5 billion so far this year, it really ought 
to be repealed. 

That point was driven home when nfoe 
Eastern states plus the District of Columbia 
announced they would adopt the more strin
gent California clean air standards, includ
ing tighter tailpipes and forced introduction 
of alternative fuels and electric cars. 

This decision will raise the implementa
tion cost of the Clean Air Act from an esti
mated $400 per new car to as much as $1,000 
and raise fuel costs in 'those states by 15 per
cent to 25 percent. 

This might be worth it if there were really 
significant potential gains. There aren't. 
When you examine the actual ozone exceed
ance data for 1989 through 1991 (the most re
cent three year period), not only does "going 
California" look ludicrous, the entire $12 bil
lion ozone nonattainment section of the 
Clean Air Act looks insane. Sadly, the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency is still scaring 
states by issuing obsolete 1987-89 averages 
that wildly overstate current reality. (See 
Table.) · 

OZONE EXCEEDANCE DAYS 
[Cities adopting California regulations) 

'89-'91-Current ('87-'89) 

1988 1989- Pct. 

New York City .... ..... .......... 21 
Newark, NJ. ...................... 8 
Philadelphia, Pa. 23 
Boston, Mass. ................... 10 
Richmond, Va. ............. ..... 9 
Washington, D.C. .............. 12 
Baltimore, Md. ........... 15 
Delaware (Sussex) ... ......... 8 
Manchester, N.H. .............. 2 
Portland, Maine 11 
Hartford, Conn. ................. 13 
Providence, R.I. ................. 7 
Los Angeles 148 

Totals for all 114 cities 

91 
Avg. Comp. 

7 98.l 
1 99.7 
6 98.4 
1 99.7 
0 100.0 
0 100.0 
5 98.6 
0 100.0 
0 100.0 
3 99.2 
4 98.9 
6 98.4 

121 66.8 

California (10) .................. 308 211 
Other (104) .. ............ ......... 626 126 
Cities in Non-Compliance 94 29 
Non-California 85 22 

EPA rating 

Severe 
Severe 
Severe 

Serious 
Moderate 

Serious 
Severe 
Severe 

Marginal 
Moderate 

Serious 
Serious 
Extreme 

Source: Collected from Environmental Protection Agency state monitoring 
stations by Roy Weslin Co. 

In the 1989-91 period, six of the 10 "going
California" states (counting D.C.) had one 
exceedance day or less per year, meaning 
they were in full compliance. The other four 
averaged five days a year and were thus in 
compliance 98.6 percent of the days. Even 
New York City had an average seven days 
exceedance, a 98.1 percent compliance rate. 
The EPA still rates it "severe." 

By comparison, Los Angeles averaged 121 
days a year of ozone exceedances and was in 
compliance less than 70 percent of the time. 
This means using California standards to 
deal with infinitesimal Northeast smog lev
els is like preparing a Mount Everest expedi
tion to climb the San Francisco hills (par
ticularly when California's own South Coast 
Air Quality Management District is already 
easing its own rules for economic reasons). 

More important, in the East, the National 
Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administra
tion estimates more than 60 percent of ozone 
precursors are natural hydrocarbons (trees 

etc.). And since auto volatile organic com
pounds only account for 30 percent of total 
volatile organic compounds, and new cars 
only 3 percent of total autos, a 10 percent to 
15 percent reduction in new auto emissions 
cuts total smog precursors only 1 percent. 
With up to $1,000 higher costs per new car, 
that could leave more dirty, older cars on 
the road. 

A recent Unocal study shows 1970 vintage 
cars emit 24.8 grams of hydrocarbons per 
mile, 1975 cars 8 gpm, current new cars only 
0.4 gpm. That's why enhanced inspection and 
maintenance is the lowest-cost way of cut
ting emissions, $600 per ton compared with 
up to $50,000 per ton for "clean fuels." 

Indeed, 75 percent of the added emissions 
reductions claimed for California controls in 
a study by the Northeast States For Coordi
nated Air Use Management come from en
hanced inspection and maintenance. 

But politicians don't like inspection and 
maintenance because it increases state gov
ernment costs and makes voters mad. That's 
why most of the 10 states "going California" 
have skipped inspection and maintenance 
and will adopt only those things that can be 
passed back to the oil and auto industries 
(and then on to us). But this produces only a 
net five-hundredths of a gram per mile im
provement over the Clean Air Act, a minus
cule gain. 

Worse, EPA is hyping this process by with
holding valuable information about the ac
tual trends in surface ozone in U.S. cities 
that show the 1988 data (on which the 1990 
Clean Air Act was based) were so anomalous 
as to be fundamentally deceptive. 

In 1988, there were 925 ozone exceedances in 
the top 114 metro areas. In 1989, that plunged 
to 234, and in 1990 to 286. In the non-Califor
nia urban areas, the plunge was even more 
dramatic from 617 exceedances to an average 
of 122 from 1989 through 1991, from six per 
city in 1988 to an average of about one from 
1989 through 1991, from 85 non-California 
cities out of compliance to only 22, from 1989 
through 1991. 

To put it bluntly, the 1988 data were a me
teorological fluke that no amount of emis
sions controls could change. In city after 
city still listed as "severe" or "serious" 
ozone exceeders by the EPA, the 1989-91 data 
show no such dangers. For example, in 1988, 
Chicago had 16 exceedance days. From 1989 
through 1991, it averaged only one. 

Newark, with eight days in 1988, fell to one 
for 1989-91 and is now in compliance. Boston 
with 10 exceedances in 1988 averaged two for 
1989-91. Richmond, VA, with nine in 1988, 
averaged under one in 1989-91 and is now in 
compliance. The same holds true for Wash
ington, DC., St. Louis, Cleveland and Pitts
burgh, as all but a handful of cities are now 
within three days of compliance, which is 
well within the statistical errors inherent in 
EPA ozone testing. 

In short, suspending the 1990 Clean Air Act 
would have no measurable effect on human 
health or the ecology. Indeed, by speeding up 
new car buying, it could actually produce 
cleaner air. 

[From the Washington Times, Nov. 18, 1991] 
CLEAN AIR ACT OVERKILL 

(By Warren Brookes) 
On Oct. 3, the Amoco Oil Co. announced it 

would close its Casper, Wyo., refinery on or 
about Dec. 1, "because it requires substan
tial capital investment that cannot be justi
fied, given the marginal economic perform
ance of the refinery in recent years." 

The company said compliance with the 1990 
Clean Air Act amendments, added to other 
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environmental requirements under the Re
source Conservation and Recovery Act and 
the Clean Water Act, would cost an esti
mated $150 million for a plant whose present 
value is only about $25 million. 

So, its 210 employees and some 50 area gas
oline stations will have to look for other 
sources of employment and fuel, because 
while "Amoco is committed to protecting 
the environment, the enormous expenditures 
required make it imperative that we commit 
our capital to refin'eries that have a more fa
vorable outlook." 

Environmentalists will point out this was 
a small and economically marginal plant. 
True, but that is precisely why it is so vul
nerable to any major increase in regulatory 
costs. Indeed, the biggest danger of these 
costs is not to established corporations, but 
to smaller, more marginal businesses. 

But as one environmentalist said to us cas
ually, "Well, then, maybe they shouldn't be 
in business, if they can't meet the clean air 
standards." That argument, as hardhearted 
as it sounds, would still be acceptable if the 
ecological and health benefits were sufficient 
to offset the economic costs. In the case of 
the Amoco Casper refinery, that's a very 
hard case to make. 

Nationwide, the total regulable risk for all 
"hazardous air toxics," using the Centers for 
Disease Control (CDC) exposure models, is 
about 230 cancer risks. When you add in the 
regulable risks for petroleum refineries from 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
and the Clean Water Act, that number rises 
by another 57 to less than 290. This means 
that the total risk from all such hazardous 
releases in Wyoming (using a straight popu
lation share) comes to about 0.5 cancers 
every 70 years. Casper's rough share of that 
comes to 0.04 cancer risks. Given Casper's 
tiny industrial density, that undoubtedly 
overstates the danger by at least one order 
of magnitude (tenfold). 

In short, shutting down the Casper refin
ery, which will cost the Casper economy at 
least $10 million a year in direct and indirect 
costs, or bringing it up to compliance (for 
about the same annualized costs) will gen
erate a cost per cancer risk averted of $2.5 
billion, or about one-third more than the en
tire cancer research budget of the National 
Institutes of Health. 

This is not unusual. The Clean Air Act, 
contrary to some fatuous claims by Environ
mental Protection Agency contractors (such 
as the American Lung Association) has a 
maximum regulatory risk pool of 1,028 can
cers, using the EPA's "wild and crazy" risk 
models, or 231, using a more realistic, but 
still very conservative CDC risk model. With 
an estimated total cost of $40 billion a year, 
this would produce a cost per cancer risk 
avoided of $173 million, even if you assumed 
total effectiveness, which no one claims. Re
alistically, that figure is probably closer to 
$500 million each. 

Costs like that can't really be tolerated 
even in a booming economy, let alone one 
that is plunging over a cliff. Yet, an analysis 
done in 1989 by Dr. Michael Gough, currently 
the top risk assessor at the congressional Of
fice of Technology Assessment, shows the en
tire "regulable" risk pool in the EP A's 1989 
"Unfinished Business" inventory is about 
1,232 cancers. 

That includes everything from pesticides 
on food (300) to all waste sites, hazardous and 
non-hazardous, active and inactive (516) to 
hazardous toxic air (231). Since the nation 
now has about 500,000 cancer deaths a year, 
even if we were somehow able to a avert all 
of these risks, we would only cut the nation's 

cancer death rate-at the most-by about 
two~tenths of 1 percent. 

No one knows the cost of such an under
taking, but if other laws are no more cost-ef
fective than the 1990 Clean Air Act, the cost 
could be an additional $200 billion over and 
above the $115 billion we now spend, which in 
turn is 2.4 times as much as our competitors 
spend as a share of gross national product. 

Now, with the risk models on dioxin, poly
chlorinated biphenyls (known as PCBs), 
polybrominated biphenyls (PBBs), and other 
substances listed among Clean Air toxic tar
gets proving to be vastly over-stated, those 
costs are likely to be even more ludicrously 
out of line with any economic or ecological 
realism 

Indeed, for the likely cost of the Clean Air 
Act and its 231 theoretical cancer risks, we 
could provide basis health insurance for all 
35 million uninsured ~mericans or, in the 
short run, working capital for at least 1 mil
lion jobs, not to mention all the jobs we are 
losing in marginal plants like Amoco, Cas
per. 

Since the adoption of the Draconian stand
ards set by the South Coast Air Quality Man
agement District, the state has hemorrhaged 
more than 3,000 businesses to other states, 
forcing South Coast Air Quality Manage
ment District to announce on Nov. 7 that it 
was easing its rules. . 

House Energy and Commerce Chairman 
John Dingell, Michigan Democrat, should 
give the U.S. economy a real "tax cut" and 
start the repeal or suspension of President 
Bush's disastrous 1990 Clean Air Act amend
ments. 

[From the Washington Times, Dec. 11, 1991) 
STATE TAXES KILLING THE ECONOMY? 

(By Warren Brookes) 
While Washington dithers over tax cuts, 

$17 billion in higher state taxes are destroy
ing the ~conomy and doing more fiscal harm 
than good. 

One in 4 California companies are now 
planning to move some or all of their oper
ations out of the state in the coming year
a huge jump from the 1990 result of 1 in 7, ac
cording to the California Business Round Ta
ble's annual poll. 

In manufacturing, 1 in 3 now plan to take 
jobs out of the state that has just passed a $7 
billion increase in taxes on top of an esti
mated $10 billion in new environmental regu
lations. 

As one executive wrote on his question
naire, "California has adopted an attitude of, 
'If you don't like it, leave.' And that's what 
we are planning to do." Topping the reasons 
for leaving were taxes, workman's compensa
tion settlements, environmental regulations 
and "anti-business policies", most of them 
adopted under a Bush Republican adminis
tration run by Gov. Pete Wilson. 

But Mr. Wilson is not alone. Similar 
onslaughts have soured the economic cli
mates of New York where Mario Cuomo has 
passed four successive tax increases of $1 bil
lion or more; Pennsylvania with more than 
$3.3 billion; Connecticut with an increase of 
more than $2 billion; New Jersey still reeling 
from the 1990 rise of $2.7 billion; and North 
Carolina with nearly $1 billion in new taxes. 

Altogether, according to the Tax Founda
tion 1990-91 tax boosts will raise fiscal '92 
revenues by more than $17 billion, pushing 
up the effective tax burden of all states by · 
another 5.4 percent above the normal trend, 
"making FY '91 the biggest revenue-raising 
year in history at the state level." 

While President Bush takes heat for caving 
into Congress on a big $163 billion, five-year 

tax increase at the start of fiscal 1991, the 
actual impact of state tax boosts have been 
much tougher on the GNP and thus the 
economy's capacity to grow. (See Table.) 

Since 1988, while federal taxes as a share of 
GNP have barely risen from 20.0 to 20.3 per
cent, the state and local burden has jumped 
6 percent through second-quarter 1991. And 
when the current round of increases is over, 
that rise will be 8 percent over 1988, and 
nearly 11 percent over 1981. 

Meanwhile, the federal tax burden has ac
tually fallen about 3 percent in the last dec
ade from 20.9 percent (in the national income 
accounts) in 1981 down to a current average 
of around 20.3 percent. That modest decrease. 
is far too small to account for the massive 3 
percentage point rise in the federal deficit. It 
also doesn't offset the state and local in
creases that raised government's total share 
of GNP by 2 percent in the decade. 

The conventional liberal wisdom is that 
these tax rises were forced by the Reagan tax 
cuts and "cuts" in federal aid to states and 
localities. Yet, from 1981-92, total federal aid 
to the states has risen 78 percent. While its 
share of GNP dipped three-tenths of a per
centage point, this accounts for a quarter of 
the 1.2 percentage point rise in state and 
local revenue GNP share. 

The much likelier explanation is soaring 
state spending that has risen faster than fed
eral spending, especially from l~&-1990, 
when state spending rose 38 percent, com
pared to 29 percent in federal outlays. Those 
soaring expenditures have overwhelmed the 
strongest revenue budget deficit of at least 
$1.5 billion for the coming year, as California 
has growth in state history. 

In Connecticut for example, state spending 
soared 173 percent from 1980 to 1989, 70 per-' 
cent faster than the all-state rise of 103 per
cent. But when Gov. Lowell Weicker faced a 
massive deficit, instead of stopping the 
spending trend, he tried to close the gap with 
a huge new income tax. 

Yet as the New York Times reported on 
Nov. 19, "Less than three months after the 
largest tax increase in state history and the 
introduction of a wage tax [income tax] for 
the first time, Connecticut's budget is al
ready out of balance and headed for another 
deficit, Gov. Lowell Weicker said today." 

This followed by a week a Wall Street 
Journal report that despite California's $7.5 
billion tax increase, "For• the first four 
months of the fiscal year-July through Oc
tober-revenues fell short of forecasts by $528 
million, or 4.7 percent." 

This translates into yet another lost 
300,000 jobs in the first nine months of the 
year, and housing starts have fallen every 
month since the tax increase passed last 
May. 

Much the same outcome destroyed Demo
cratic Gov. James Florio, who rammed a $2.7 
billion tax increase down New Jersey's 
throat to the plaudits of Potomac pundits 
during fiscal 1990, only to have the state 
budget soar into even bigger deficits in fiscal 
1991. 

No wonder the big Democratic majorities 
in both New Jersey legislative branches were 
just replaced with veto-proof Republican ma
jorities in perhaps the most shocking rever
sal of political fortunes ever experienced in a 
major industrial, urban state. 

Meanwhile, Massachusetts, where Gov. 
William Weld eschewed the Bush-Wilson
Weicker tax increases, and closed a $1 billion 
budget gap by spending cuts (after he re
pealed the Dukakis tax on services), now 
projects a $750 million surplus for the fiscal 
year as revenues run ahead of projections! 
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Mr. Bush should learn from these lessons, 

and come in with a hard spending freeze in 
his fiscal '93 budget, and stiffer lips. 

Federal, State and Local Tax Burdens 
[As percent of GNP in national income accounts] 

federal St~~a~nd Total 

1981 ............................................ ...... ............ 20.9 13.9 34.8 
1985 ........... .. ....................... .......................... 19.6 14.5 34.1 
1988 .................................... ................. .. ....... 20.0 14.3 34.3 
1989 ... .................................. .......... ....... ... .. .. . 20.2 14.4 34.6 
199~1 ........................................................... 20.1 14.6 34.7 
199~1 ....................................... .... ............. .. 20.3 14.6 34.9 
199HI ........................................................ . 20.4 14.7 35.1 
199~ ....... ............................ ...................... 20.4 14.8 35.2 
1991-l ...... .. .. .................. .. ............................. 20.4 14.9 35.3 
1991-ll ........................... .. ............................. 20.3 15.1 35.4 

Percentage Change 

1981-91 ......... .... ......... ....................... ........... 2.9 8.6 1.7 
1983-91 ........................................................ 1.5 5.6 3.2 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. 

[From Forbes, Sept. 2, 1991) 
THE STRANGE CASE OF THE GLANCING GEESE 

(By Warren Brookes) 
In early August, amidst outcries from pro

fessional environmentalists, the Bush Ad
ministration moved to lift some of the more 
onerous property restrictions imposed by its 
own Environmental Protection Agency. Ear
lier, on June 12, property r_ights won another 
victory. After hours of acrimonious debate, 
the Senate voted 55 to 44 to tack on a very 
powerful amendment to a highway funding 
bill. Called the Private Property Rights Act, 
the amendment seeks to restore some of the 
sanctity of private property that has eroded 
in recent years in the U.S. 

If the amendment passes in the House of 
Representatives as well, it will require the 
government to be a little less cavalier with 
its environmental regulations. When the au
thorities issue rules that damage property 
values, they must at least consider treating 
the rules as a "taking" under the Constitu
tion. If a taking there is, the property owner 
would be compensated-just as he would be if 
the government took his land outright. 

The conflict between private property 
rights and governmental power goes back a 
long way-as evidenced by the attention that 
the founding fathers paid to it. The writers 
of the Constitution declared in the Fifth 
Amendment that "private property [shall 
not] be taken for public use without just 
compensation.' ' 

For the first century this limitation on 
governmental power was the law, it wasn't 
the subject of much debate. If the govern
ment needed land for a garrison or a prison, 
it might compel an owner to sell, but the 
owner got paid. The only issue ·was how 
much. 

Then, beginning around the turn of the 
century, battles over land-use controls land
ed in court. A landowner might be prohibited 
from putting up a slaughterhouse where he 
wanted, lest the smells and noise and blood 
offend neighbors and lessen their property 
values. Was such a restriction a taking of 
private property? In most cases, the courts 
said no. Your right to go into the fat-render
ing business or erect a 20-story apartment 
building clashes with my right to clean air 
or erect a 2()-story apartment building clash
es with my right to clean air or sunlight. 
And so a zoning law that decrees where fac
tories or tall buildings can go doesn't 
amount to a confiscation of private property, 
even though it might make some property 
owners poorer. If there was an erosion of 
property rights, few people objected. The re
strictions were sensible and hardly onerous. 

So it went in the courts-zoning laws were 
almost always upheld. But governments can 
go only so far with their restrictions, and 
California crossed the line. In a 1987 Supreme 
Court case, Nollan v. California Coastal Zone 
Commission, the Court ruled that the state's 
attempt to condition a building permit on a 
property owner's granting of access to a pub
lic beach was a taking and required com
pensation. It was a turning point for a court 
system that had for a long time been much 
more protective of political liberties than of 
property rights. The justices said, in effect: 
If California wants more public beaches, it 
should buy the land it needs, not just take it. 

The ancient controversy has taken a dra
matic new turn with the rise of 
environmentalism in recent years. With wet
lands rules and endangered species protec
tion, the federal government is in the busi
ness of land-use control. So the old question 
again arises: When does regulation amount 
to confiscation? If your waterfront parcel is 
ecologically precious, can the government 
simply declare it unbuildable? Or must it ap
propriate the money to buy you out? If the 
government wants to preserve a species of 
owl, can it tell an owner of timberland that 
he can't touch the trees he owns? Or must it 
buy him out? 

The Senate bill requires federal agencies to 
assess the regulations a second time before 
regulating a property to the point of useless
ness. There is nothing antienvironmental in 
the bill. It puts no limits on environmental 
protection measures. But it does impose a 
cost. It would simply require the government 
to compensate property owners for a signifi
cant loss they incur from environmental re
strictions imposed upon their property. 

Consider what happened in 1988 in River
side County, Calif. The U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service declared the Stephen's kangaroo rat 
an endangered species. The result: Riverside 
County and local cities set aside 80,000 acres 
as wildlife preserves. Where the money 
would come from was not the Fish & Wildlife 
Service's problem. As then FWS Field Super
visor Nancy Kaufman told the Washington 
Post, "I'm not required by law to analyze the 
housing price aspect for the average Califor
nian." If her enforcement helped deprive 
lower-income people of housing, that was no 
concern of hers. A local government agency 
financed the preserves with a fee of $1,950 im
posed on every acre developed in the county. 
Up went the price of housing. 

But under the new Private Property Rights 
Act, bureaucrats like Kaufman will have to 
consider the cost. The proposed law codifies 
an executive order issued in 1988 by Presi
dent Reagan. This order required every fed
eral agency to assess in advance the impact 
of any regulation .or sanction on property 
values, to determine whether that impact 
constitutes a taking under law, and to seek 
to avoid such impacts. The potential for sub
stantial monetary impact was borne out by a 
series of recent court decisions. In the U.S. 
Claims Court in 1990 and 1991, Judge Loren 
Smith awarded $64 million plus interest to 
property owners injured by such environ
mental sanctions. 

The Senat.e bill has some professional envi
ronmentalists up in arms. lf each of their ef
forts to protect "biodiversity" carries a 
price tag, the terms of the debate shift in 
ways they do not like. It will no longer be: 
Should we protect the spotted owl? It be
comes: How much are we willing to spend to 
protect the spotted owl? 

A setback for the environment? Not at all. 
If the Private Property Rights Act passes 
the House of Representatives, people will 

continue to look to the government to pro
tect the environment. However, the bill will 
serve notice on the extreme environmental
ists that Americans are not willing to give 
them a license to ignore property rights in 
the guise of protecting biodiversity. 

When the final Senate vote was tallied, the 
environmental groups and their numerous 
representatives on the staffs of U.S. senators 
were lined up at the back of the Senate 
Chamber, visibly stunned at the suddenness 
and magnitude of their defeat. It was a com
plete reversal in just nine months of the de
feat-by nine votes-of a similar provision. 

It was a bitter pill for Senate Majority 
Leader George Mitchell (D-Me.), who wound 
up the debate with an impassioned cry that 
this bill, like Reagan's executive order, 
sought "to undermine regulatory protection 
by chilling agency action." But his motion 
to table the bill was shot down by 17 Demo
crats who teamed with 38 Republicans to 
hand environmental extremists the biggest 
legislative defeat in their history. The fact 
that 17 Democrats did vote for the Private 
Property Rights Act may demonstrate the 
rising political backlash against the ex
tremes of the green lobby. 

Ironically, this setback had its roots in 
what had looked like a major victory for the 
greens. In 1988 presidential candidate George 
Bush pledged " no net loss in wetlands." But 
on taking office , Bush faced the con
sequences of his statement. When the gov
ernment enlarged the definition of " wet
lands," Bush met angry protest from tradi
tional Republican constituencies, farmers , 
businesses, real estate developers, land
owners and local governments. 

What caused the backlash was not the 
statement itself but an act of bureaucratic 
high-handedness apparently encouraged by 
Bush's pledge. This took the form of the 1989 
Federal Manual for Identifying and Delineat
ing Jurisdictional Wetlands, which extended 
federal jurisdiction over some 100 million ad
ditional acres of property, most of it pri
vately owned. What outraged so many people 
was that most of the .newly restricted land 
had only the remotest connection with 
water. · 

Why did the bureaucracy get so out of 
hand? When President Bush appointed Wil
liam Reilly to head the Environmental Pro
tectio.n ·Agency, Bush confirmed the Wash
ington adage that "personnel is policy.' '. He 
had selected one of the most committed 
land-use planners in the environmental 
movement. 

No question, there was and is a real need to 
arrest the long-term trend of draining and 
filling wetlands, marshes, bogs, swamps and 
lowlands for conversion to active farming 
and commercial and residential develop
ment. The EPA claims 'this has destroyed 
over half of all U.S. wetlands-or more than 
100 million acres. But how to protect the 
wetlands? Reilly gave his answer long ago: 
As executive director of Laurance Rocke
feller's Task Force on Land Use and Urban 
Growth, he helped write The use of land: A 
Citizens' Policy Guide to Urban Growth. It 
laid out many of the premises for using bio
logical diversity as a rationale for limiting 
the two betes noires of environmentalism: 
single-family housing expansion and com
mercial agriculture. It noted that land use 
could be restricted at no cost to the govern
ment through jurisdictional control. 

Reilly's appointment as EPA adminis
trator coincided with the early 1989 release 
of the new manual, which, in attempting to 
define "wetlands," extended the reach of the 
1972 Clean Water Act. That manual asserted 
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"jurisdiction" (requiring federal permits) 
well beyond traditional marshes ·and bogs. It 
extended it to cover any land with "hydric 
soils" or "hydro phytic vegetation." In plain 
English, that is land showing evidence of 
periodic saturation or containing plants, 
such as cattails, that are characteristic of 
wetlands. A third criterion defined as "wet
land" land where there is even a hint of 
water down to 18 inches below the ground for 
seven consecutive days of the growing sea
son. Under the August proposal, some of 
those criteria were softened. Most impor
tant, the length of time a wetland must be 
saturated would be increased to 21 consecu
tive days of the growing season. 

One of the areas hardest hit by the 1989 
rules was Maryland's Dorchester County. 
Previously some 275,000 acres of privately 
owned land in Maryland had been classified 
as wetland. With the 1989 manual, the figure 
topped 1 million acres. This meant that the 
government suddenly sanctioned 740,000 addi
tional acres against filling or other disturb
ance, unless specifically permitted by the 
Army Corps of Engineers, with the EPA and 
FWS exercising virtual veto power. Under 
the new proposal, the amount of wetlands 
would still increase, but by less than the 
740,000 acres. The 1989 manual, however, re
mains the law of the land. The revisions 
would be unlikely to go into effect before 
early 1992. The permitting process itself re
mains a bureaucratic swamp. 

This outraged Margaret Ann Reigle, who 
had retired from her job as vice president of 
finance at New York's Daily News. With her 
husband, C. Charles Jowaiszas, a retired Co
lumbia Pictures vice president, Peggy Reigle 
moved to Cambridge, in Dorchester Country, 
to raise flowers and enjoy life. As a retire
ment investment the couple had bought a 
138-acre abandoned farm that they planned 
to subdivide into - 10-acre lots. Within 
months, however, Reigle was out of retire
ment and at war with the federal govern
ment. 

Reigle's war started after she heard what 
the new definitions had done. to an elderly 
neighbor. The neighbor had been informed 
that under the new rules, her property was 
classified as nontidal wetlands and therefore 
could not be developed. The neighbor had 
been counting on proceeds from land sales to 
build a new home. 

In May 1990 Peggy Reigle wrote an angry 
·1etter to President Bush (one of thousands 
like it received by the White House). When 
local papers reprinted the letter, Reigle was 
besieged by calls from others like her, out
raged by the new policy. She formed the 
Fairness to Land Owners Committee; in two 
weeks it signed up some 2,000 citizens and 
now boasts a membership of over 6,000 Mary
landers and 2,500 from other states. Its credo: 
"We will not accept the government's taking 
our land without just compensation." The 
grass-roots backlash against federal wet
lands imperialism was under way. And soon 
Congress was paying heed. 

In January and February Representative 
John LaFalce (D-N.Y.), chairman of the 
House Small Business Committee, held hear
ings. Builders, realtors, national and local 
officials and developers shared stories about 
the quagmire of wetlands regulations. The 
town supervisor of Wheatfield, in Niagara 
County, N.Y., told LaFalce that if the Corps 
issued permits based on the 1989 manual, 
"areas like Niagara County will be deprived 
of approximately 65% of the remaining de
velopme:qtal property." David Brody, attor
ney for the Niagara Frontier Builders Asso
ciation, said the manual's implementation, 

along with other problems, would result in 
"a 35% reduction in new home starts in Ni
agara and Erie counties in 1991." After the 
hearings LaFalce sent President Bush a let
ter "to alert· [him] to the regulatory trav
esty currently masquerading as federal wet
lands policy." 

In Hampton, Va., meanwhile, Thomas Nel
son Community College had made a routine 
request for a Corps check of a proposed 40-
acre site for its new sports complex. The ·re
sult was a finding of "hydric soils" and 
"wetlands'' at the college. Similar findings 
could, in a cascade of regulatory mayhem, 
threaten the 38-acre Nelson Farms subdivi
sion, the 800-home, 133-acre Michael's Woods 
subdivision, the 300-acre Hampton Roads 
Center office park, and a 600-home 'Hampton 
Woods subdivision. As Hampton Mayor 
James Eason ~old the local Daily Press, "It's 
very scary. It's conceivable it could halt all 
development in the city of Hampton." 

This quagmire trapped even some of the 
most obvious candidates for permits, such as 
Richard Adamski. This retired state trooper 
from Baltimore had invested $16,500 in a 
building lot in the midst of a developed resi
dential area in a hamlet in Dorchester Coun
ty only to be told the 0.7-acre lot was 
"nontidal wetlands." Although he wanted to 
fill only an eighth of an acre to build a re
tirement home, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service recommended denial of his applica
tion. 

Eventuaily the Corps did issue a permit to 
fill the sliver of land, but only if "the per
mittee shall mitigate at a 2:1 ratio for wet
lands losses by constructing 0.25 acres of 
wooded non tidal wetlands." In other wo'rds, 
Adamski had to find someone willing to sell 
him a permanent "easement" on twice as 
much land. No takers yet; Adamski remains 
in limbo. Yet when I Walked through the 
wettest of these mostly wooded "wetlands" 
last April (the · wettest season), my dress 
shoes emerged pristinely unmuddied. 

:As the outrage over his high-handed poli
cies mounted, Reilly had to beat a strategic 
retreat. On Mar. 7 he admitted to the pres
tigious American Farmland Trust: "We sud
denly found ourselves in the center- of a 
maelstrom. Everywhere I traveled I heard a 
local wetlands horror story-not just from 
farmers, but from developers and respected 
political leaders." He suggested thi;i.t the en
tire process had gotten out of hand. 

But tell that to William Ellen, a successful 
and respected Virginia marine engineer who 
is now appealing a prison term and a large 
fine for having "filled" more than 15 acres of 
Eastern Shore "nontidal wetlands" when he 
bulldozed these seemingly dry and forested 
acres to create large nesting ponds for ducks 
and geese as well as a management complex. 

Ellen was working on a project for Paul 
Tudor Jones II, the high-flying futures trad
er who in August 1987 had bought 3,200 acres 
in Dorchester County, very close to the 
Blackwater Wildlife Refuge. Jones' idea was 
to create a combination hunting and con
servation preserve as well as a showplace es
tate. The centerpiece of the project is a 103-
acre wildlife sanctuary developed with the 
assistance of the Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources. This sanctuary includes 
ponds, shrub swamps, food plants and grass
land plots all designed to attract geese, 
ducks and other migrating waterfowl. 

In May 1990 Jones suddenly pleaded guilty 
to one misdemeanor related to negligent fill
ing of wetlands, agreeing to pay $1 million to 
the National Fish & Wildlife Foundation to 
help the Blackwater Refuge, plus a Sl million 
fine. The plea allowed Jones to avoid a cost-

ly and debilitating trial, and possibls: even a 
jail term and the loss of his trading license. 
However, no such deal was afforded Bill 
Ellen, himself a well-known conservationist 
who, with his wife, runs a rescue/rehab mis
sion for injured wildlife and waterfowl. 

How could Ellen be prosecuted for convert
ing land that was so dry water-spraying had 
to be used as a dust suppressant during bull
dozing into large nesting ponds for water
fowl? That question disturbed trial judge 
Frederick Smalkin at the U.S. District Court 
in Baltimore, and the answer he got was bi
zarre. 

Prosecution witness Charles Rhodes, one of 
the EPA's top scientists on wetlands, said 
that even though the forested "wetlands" 
had been replaced by new ponds, the ecology 
was supposedly worse off. ' · 

Why? The problem was bird shit. "The 
sanctuary pond is designed to have a large 
concentration of waterfowl, and before the 
restoration plan was implemented, all that 
fecal material [from the ducks and geese] 
was geared to be discharged right into the 
wetlands, whereas now it is actually de
signed to go through .like 'a 4featment sys
tem through the wetlands. So that would 
have been a negative impact, a water quality 
impact." ln other words, the bird droppings, 
instead of staying in one place, would be 
spread over a wider area. 

To which Judge Smalkin responded incred
ulously: "Are you saying that there is pollu
tion from duclts, from having waterfowl on a 
pond, that that pollutes the water?" incred
ibly, a jury convicted .Ellen on five counts of 
filling wetlands. But U.S. Attorney Breckin
ridge Willcox said Ellen's conviction sends 
"a clear message that environmental crimi
nals will, in fact, go to jail." The prosecution 
asked the court for a prison term of 27 to 33 
months, but Judge Smalkin sentenced Bill 
Ellen to six months in jail and four months 
of home detention. 

These examples of federal wetlands policy 
as practiced in the early years of the Bush 
Administration are a case of a bureaucracy 
run amok. In fact, there is little law today 
that provides due-process federal jurisdiction 
over wetlands. There is only the Food Secu
rity Act of 1985, which asserts _ jurisdiction 
over those farmlands under federal subsidy 
programs. But farmers may remove that ju-

• risdiction by taking thei'r land out of the 
programs. 

Otherwise, the wetlands program is very 
largely a contrivance of federal bureaucrats, 
sometimes working with friendly courts to 
expand Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
Yet this act makes no mention of "wet
lands" and is · designed to regulate only di
rect dumping into and pollution of the na
tion's "navigable waters," rivers, harbors, 
canals, etc. · 

In a 1975 decision (Natural Resources De
fense Council v. Callaway), a Washington, 
D.C. district judge ruled that federal juris
diction applied beyond navigable waters to 
any wetlands that might remotely feed into 
such rivers and harbors. But even that did 
not cover "isolated wetlands" with no con
nection to "navigable waters"-like the pud
dles in your backyard after a heavy rain. 
Nevertheless, since 1975, jurisdiction has 
been expanded entirely by fiat and court in
terpretation to cover that definition in the 
EPA manual-water 18 inches down. 

The fig leaf for this judicial and executive 
imperialism is Article 1, Section 8, para
graph 3, of the Constitution, which gives 
Congress the right "to regulate 
commerce * * * among the several states." 
To assert this power on isolated and local 
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wetlands, the EPA and the Army Corps of 
Engineers engaged in such creative flights of 
fancy as declaring ducks and geese "inter
state waterfowl." This led to what some call 
the "glancing goose test," which determines 
that an area is a wetland if an interstate 
goose pauses to consider it. 

In a brutal display of naked power, the 
EPA and the Department of the Army 
plunged ahead in December in their "Wet
lands Enforcement Initiative," designed to 
bring 24 high-visibility defendants like Paul 
Tudor Jones to justice. The Dec. 12, 1990 
memorandum asked all regional administra
tors to produce a "cluster" of new cases to 
be announced in an April "first 'wave' of 
publicity * * * to provide an early deterrent 
to potential violations which might other
wise occur during the 1991 spring and sum
mer construction season." 

But on Apr. 19 a high-visibility case blew 
up in the government's face. James Allen 
and Mary Ann Moseley, Missouri farmers, 
had built a perimeter levee to keep their 
Mississippi Basin farm from flooding. The 
government declared the area to be wetlands 
of the United States, sued the Moseleys for 
violations of the Clean Water Act and sought 
fines of $25,000 a day for as long as the viola
tion was in effect. 

But the Moseleys are members of the 
American Agriculture Movement, a progres
sive farm organization that has jo'ined the 
mainstream farm groups in opposing the ex
tension of the definition of "wetlands" and 
supporting the Private Property Rights Act. 
AAM's Fayetteville, Ark. lawyer, John 
Arens, has a record of beating the govern
ment in court-and he did it again. 

When Arens was not allowed to bring in his 
own "expert witnesses," he minced up the 
government "experts" by demonstrating the 
capricious nature of the so-called wetlands 
law. He asked one EPA expert if it were not 
true that, were he to play baseball on a dia
mond built on hydric soils and went into the 
batter's box and scuffed his cleats, and then 
knocked the resulting dirt off them, back 
onto the field, he would be in technical vio
lation of the Clean Water Act? 

"When he [the so-called expert] was forced 
to answer yes, I looked at the jury and I 
knew we were on our way!" Arens said. "But 
what really convinced the jury the govern
ment had no case when it discovered that the 
government prosecutors had no law!" 

"While the jury was deliberating, they 
kept sending out to the judge for copies of 
the 'wetlands law.' When the judge sent 
them federal regulations, they sent back and 
asked for the law. When the judge sent them 
the Clean Water Act, and said this was all 
the law he had to give them, they [the jury] 
decided the government had no case because 
it had no jurisdiction." 

More setbacks awaited the power-grabbing 
bureaucrats. In January 1989 then Assistant 
U.S. Attorney General Stephen Markman 
had a memorandum prepared · on a big wet
lands case the Justice Department was pros
ecuting. The memorandum demonstrated, 
with dozens of citations, the flimsiness of 
the government's wetlands policies, conclud
ing: "The Corps and the EPA appear to have 
circumvented the Constitution's require
ments ... and the federal district and cir
cuit courts have not corrected them." The 
courts have apparently been paying atten
tion. 

And so the battle has been joined. On the 
one hand are the wildlife-at-any-price peo
ple. On the other hand, people who think 
that environmental policy ought not over
ride property rights. 

The environmental extremists have made 
their intentions clear. In 1975 poet Gary Sny
der won the Pulitzer Prize for his radical call 
for an "ultimate democracy [in which] 
plants and animals are also people." He 
wrote that they should "be given a place an 
a voice in the political discussions of the hu
mans. * * * What we must find a way to do 
* * * is incorporate the other people * * * 
into the councils of government." 

A few years later, in 1980, a leading ecolo
gist, Joseph Petulla, said, "The Marine 
Mammal Protection ·Act [and] the Endan
gered Species Act [embody] the legal idea 
that a listed nonhuman resident of the U.S. 
is guaranteed, in a special sense, life and lib
erty.'' 

Of course, the Constitution says nothing 
about the rights of trees, snakes, owls and 
fish. Which may be why, back in 1973, 
Reilly's task force essentially called for the 
repeal of the takings clause of the Fifth 
Amendment: "Many [judicial] precedents are 
anachronistic now that land is coming to be 
regarded as a basic natural resource to be 
protected and conserved. * * * It is time that 
the U.S. Supreme Court re-examine its 
precedents that seem to require a balancing 
of public benefit against land value loss ... 
and declare that, when the protection of nat
ural, cultural or aesthetic resources or the 
assurance of orderly development are in
volved, a mere loss in land value is no jus
tification for invalidating the regulation of 
land use [italics added]." 

"A mere loss .in land value .... " In that 
"mere" resides a philosophy that questions 
the values of private property and individual 
freedom. But after years of having things 
pretty much their own way, people who 
think like Reilly are getting a real fight. 

Idaho Republican Steve Symms, who leads 
the fight in the Senate for the protection of 
property rights, says: "We should adopt a 
policy of no net loss of private property.'' 
Since the federal government already owns 
some 40% of U.S. land, Symms argues that it 
ought to be willing to swap some of its 730 
million acres in order to obtain privately 
owned land that is environmentally sen
sitive. If, say, the National Park Service 
wants 50,000 acres to provide more protection 
for Shenandoah National Park, it can ask 
the Forest Service or Bureau of Land Man
agement to sell to private citizens a like 
amount to finance the acquisition. Such a 
policy of no net gain in federal lands was in
troduced this summer in the House in legis
lation drafted by Representative Bill Brew
ster, Democrat from Oklahoma. 

Do we really want the federal government 
owning even more of the country, whether 
through outright purchase or through limi
tations on land use? Free-market environ
mentalists like R.J. Smith of the Cato Insti
tute argue that more government ownership 
and control would actually harm the envi
ronment. He says: "Ecological devastation 
... invariably accompanies too much gov
ernment ownership of land. You don't have 
to look just to Eastern Europe for confirma
tion. You need only examine the condition of 
most of the Bureau of Land Management in
ventory of properties, or remember what the 
Park Service allowed to happen at Yellow
stone.'' 

But the zealots won't give up. On Oct. 1 the 
EPA's regional office in Chicago awarded a 
grant of $50,000 over three years to the Sierra 
Club's local "Swamp Squad," which amounts 
to an unofficial policing of the environment. 
These vigilantes spy on developers and other 
land and property owners to report potential 
wetland violations. The EPA press release 

quoted Dale Bryson, the regional director of 
its water division: "This grant will allow 
them to continue their valuable work in a 
more vigorous way.'' 

The Senate has served notice that it 
thinks some of this "valuable work" has al
ready gone too far. By all the evidence, 
many of the American people would agree. 

. WARREN T. BROOKES 
Warren T. Brookes, 62, a member of The 

Detroit News editorial page staff and a na
tionally syndicated columnist, was no ordi
nary scribbler. He was one of a small but 
cheerful band of writers and thinkers who 
helped work a revolution in the way Ameri
cans view economics and politics. 

His death came as a shock, but then War
ren delighted in shocking people-shocking 
them out of their set ways and forcing them 
to look at things in a new light. From his 
lair in the northern Virginia countryside, he 
peppered the country and the Beltway with 
an incredible outpouring of editorials, col
umns and stories that challenged conven
tional wisdoms and pricked official preten
sions. 

Much of official Washington, for example, 
"knew" that the 1990 tax increases would 
help cut the deficit. Warren correctly pre
dicted that-the tax increases would damage 
the economy, put people out of work and 
send the deficit soaring. 

Much of official Washington "knew" that 
global warming was on the way. Warren 
found reputable scientists who helped point 
out the flaws in the theory but who had been 
ignored by the media in its haste for a.sensa
tional story. 

The political pundits "knew" that Michael 
Dukakis had worked a Massachusetts Mir
acle. Warren, who had worked in Massachu
setts for the Boston Herald during the 1970s, 
suspected otherwise. His columns blasted 
large holes in the Dukakis campaign for 
president. 

Warren was no armchair columnist. He was 
a born reporter, filling his columns with sta
tistics and information that caused worka
day editors to grumble but made him dif
ficult to refute. He wrote without fear or 
favor, often lambasting George Bush in 
terms just as tough as he had used on Mi
chael Dukakis. Yet he was a friendly bear of 
a man whose natural warmth, good cheer 
and unflagging energy were infectious. And 
he just spilled over with the love of his work. 
"Guess what I just found out!" he would re
port in his daily calls to the home office, just 
as exicted as any cub reporter over his latest 
scoop. -

Yet Warren also possessed one of the most 
broad-ranging and insightful minds of the 
day. In a stirring speech at Moscow State 
University in the last year of his presidency, 
Ronald Reagan quoted liberally from War
ren's 1982 book, "The Economy in Mind," 
about the true wellsprings of democratic 
capitalism. 

We will miss Warren. But he leaves a 
mighty legacy of wonderful journalism, pro
vocative commentary and true fellowship. 
Most of all, his ideas live. 

Tl!E DETROIT NEWS. 
DECEMBER 29, 1991. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time · 
of Senator from Idaho has expired. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. METZENBA UM addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the 
Chair. 
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(The remarks of Mr. METZENBAUM 

pertaining to the introduction of S. 
2311 are located in today's RECORD 
under "Statements on Introduced Bills 
and Joint Resolutions:") 

Mr. PRYOR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is rec
ognized. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, what al
location of time does the Senator from 
Arkansas have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is to be recognized for up to 5 min
utes, under the previous order. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
AWARDS LARGE ADVERTISING 
CONTRACT 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, this 

morning I have a fascinating news re
lease that I would like to share with 
my colleagues in the U.S. Senate. This 
news release, dated Friday, February 
21, 1992, is from the Office of an assist
ant of the Secretary of Defense, public 
affairs. This release announces that the 
Department of Defense has just award
ed to the firm of Young and Rubicam, 
a giant advertising agency in New 
York, a new $57 million contract, with 
options, if exercised, that could award 
Young and Rubicam with over one
third of $1 billion for the Army's re
cruiting advertisements. . 

Let me briefly summarize my past 
discoveries in this area. We are prepar
ing for our new scaled-down military. 
We plan to close military bases all over 
America. We plan to cut defense pro
grams and we are reducing the size of 
our military manpower. As a result, 
this year the military will take in 34 
percent fewer individuals than were re
cruited 3 years ago. Did the President's 
budget seek a reduction of 1993 funds 
for recruiting? The answer is no. In 
fact, the President's budget calls for an 
increase in recruitment spending. This 
year the military will spend almost $2 
billion on recruiting, while at the same 
time, we are paying hefty sums for peo
ple to drop out of the military. Fur
thermore, in the face of drastic mili
tary reductions, this fiscal year the 
armed services will spend over $6,000 
per recruit, a substantial increase from 
the $4,000 we spent just 3 years ago. It 
does not make sense. 

Mr. President, we are trying to whip 
our defense budget into shape, and to 
do so, we must trim away the fat. Well, 
this is the fat. In the case of recruiting, 
the big city, Madison Avenue advertis
ing agencies are among those who con
tinue to get fat on the military's ad
vertising dollars at the taxpayers' ex
pense. No question about it, advertis
ing is a big business. Our military is a 
big-time player, and has been for years. 

Mr. President, the advertising firm of 
J. Walter Thompson has held the Ma
rine Corps advertising account for the 
past 45 years, possibly the longest run-

ning contract in Department of De- this money being spent? Well, the bulk 
fense history. For 45 years the British- of the recruiting funds are used to sup
owned J. Walter Thompson Co. has . plement the Pentagon's enormous re
been spending our taxpayers' money to cruiting operation, with over 23;000 em
produce and purchase the elaborate, ployees and 6,000 recruiting offices na
costly commercials we see and hear tionwide. 
every year during the NFL playoffs, Over the past 3 years, the total num-
the World Series, and elsewhere. ber of incoming recruits h~s declined 

Last May, Advertising Age magazine by 34 percent. However, during the 
published their annual reports on top- same period of time, the Pentagon only 
dollar advertising spending. Mr. Presi- closed 2 percent of its recruiting of
dent, from this magazine I have a chart fices, and the recruiting work force 
that contains an updated list of the top only declined by 5 percent. Any town in 
200 so-called advertising mega-brands, America, if you walk across the square 
advertisers from America. Well, who in or down the street, you will see a Navy 
our country is tucked away as the 84th office, or an Army office, or a Marine 
largest advertising mega-brand in the Corps office. Why not combine a num
United States? It happens to be the · ber of these offices? How much can .we 
U.S. Army. The U.S. Army spends save just in personnel and rent alone? 
around $62 million each year for adver- Mr. President, we do not need recruit.., 
tising. They spend more money, for ex- ~ng offices on _every st:eet corner and 
ample, than BMW cars. They spend m every· shopping mall m America. 
more money than Wal-Mart stores; Shortly aft~r ~Y statemen~ last 
more than Campbell soups, more than month, an editorial appeared m the 
Sony Electronics, more than Red Lob- Texarkana Gazette. I want to read .a 
ster restaurants, and more than few short sentences, and I 3:sk ~nam
Reebok shoes. m~us c~nsent that the_ editorial be 

These corporate giants spend mil- ~rmted m the RECORD directly follow
lions of dollars each year to promote mg my statement. 
their image and their products, but the T;b.e PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
Armed Forces, however, claim that objection, it is so ordered. 
image enhancement is not a function of (See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. PRYOR-their elaborate advertising programs. 
It is interesting to note that these 

commercials usually showcase the 
military's high-costing hardware. For 
example, recently we have seen the 
Bradley fighting vehicle storming 
through the sands of Iraq. We see the 
Apache helicopter buzzing across the 
sky. 

.r wonder if some of these advertise
ments are nothing more than a propa
ganda campaign used to uphold the 
Pentagon's image and to promote mili
tary spending. But the Army, and the 
other services, claim to use these ads 
for recruiting purposes. This is amaz
ing; the U.S. Army spending $60 million 
a year for advertising for recruitin~ 
purposes. 

Mr. President, could you imagine 
Sam Walton, the CEO and owner of 
Wal-Mart stores, spending $60 million 
each year to promote the hiring of Wal
Mart employees, to recruit employees 
to come and work for the Wal-Mart 
stores? Of course not. 

To the credit of the Department of 
Defense, the Pentagon's lofty advertis
ing funding levels have been reduced by 
about one-third over the past 3 years. 
But has the Pentagon's recruiting 
budget declined? Absolutely not. Rath
er, the recruiting budget could be going 
up this year, if the President's request 
is granted. This is the reason for. the 
drastic increase from $4,000 to over 
$6,000 that we spend on each recruit 
who joins the military today. 

Mr. President, it is also interesting 
that the military's multimillion-dollar 
advertising contracts only account for 
a small portion of the $2 billion annual 
recruiting budget. Where is the rest of 

Joining the military is attractive * * * be
cause of these lean economic times * * * and 
also * * * because of the increased pride from 
Operation Desert Storm. No hard-sell re
cruitment is necessary. 

Mr. President, it is apparent that the 
Department of Defense does not under
stand that hard-sell recruiting is no 
long.er necessary, and that the Madison _ 
A venue advertising agencies should be 
put on notice that we are going to go 
after this boondoggle. 

In Operation Desert Storm, we saw 
the very effective use of smart bombs 
and pinpoint targeting. This same 
strategy should now be applied toward 
our military recruiting. But rather 
than practicing smart recruiting, the 
Pentagon continues to exercise this 
scatter-gun approach through the use 
of wide-ranging advertisements and 
mass mailings. · · 

Mr. President, I hope we will consider 
"smart recruiting." I hope that we will 
end the type of recruiting that is wast
ing billions of taxpayers' dollars. In the 
months ahead I will be offering legisla
tion targeted at reforming our military 
recruitment practices and I hope my 
colleagues will join me in this effort. 

ExHIBIT 1 

[From the Texarkana Gazette, Feb. 14, 1992) 
CUTTING THE FAT: U.S. MILITARY RECRUIT

MENT BUDGET COULD STAND TRIMMING 

Proposed cuts in military spending are 
swirling around Washington so furiously it 
seems like the city is engulfed in a hurri-
cane. 

U.S. Sen. David Pryor, D-Ark., has found a 
small area of the military that could stand 
some cutting, but it apparently is in the eye 
of the storm. 

Pryor has found the armed services are 
asking for $2 billion for military recruit-
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ment. While volunteers are being turned 
away by the military every day, no effort 
has been made to cut this cost. 

One way the U.S. Army is reducing the 
number of new soldiers is by increasing its 
educational requirements. The Army no 
longer is taking people with only a General 
Equivalency Degree. 

The irony of this is that the Army devel
oped the GED for World War II soldiers short 
of a formal degree. 

This means people who have completed 
what started as an Army program are no 
longer considered Army material. 

People with GEDs or with less education 
are having a tough time finding work in the 
current economic times. Military service is 
attractive to them. 

Joining the military is attractive to others 
with more education because of these lean 
economic times. It is also attractive because 
of the increased pride from Operation Desert 
Storm. No hard-sell recruitment is nec
essary. 

The recruiting budget submitted to Con
gress doesn't just ask for continuing the 
same old level. It contains an increase in re
cruitment funds. 

One of the items in that request is money 
for television ads. 

Pryor found recruitment ads were recently 
broadcast during the National Football Con
ference playoffs. During those games the 
cost of a 30-second commercial was an aver
age of $310,000. 

The message in such commercials should 
have been "The Marines are looking for a 
very few good men" or "Don't you wish you 
could be all that you could be in the Army?" 

The Pentagon hasn't stopped there. It is 
asking for funds for mass mailings. T-shirts, 
posters and other military paraphernalia to 
attract young men and women to come in 
and be rejected. 

According to Pryor's figures, the military 
has gone from taking 320,000 recruits in 1989 
to a target of 210,000 recruits this year. The 
amount spent to attract each recruit has in
creased from $4,300 in 1969 tp $6,000 this year. 

Congress is looking for a way to make the 
military budget leaner and Pryor has found 
some fat that can be cut. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, do I have 
any time remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator controls 51 seconds remaining. 

TAXPAYER BILL OF RIGHTS 2 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, yester

day the Senate Finance Committee, 
chaired by Senator LLOYD BENTSEN, 
our great chairman, complied with a 
request that I had and 41 other Mem
bers of the Senate had in including in 
the tax package that we passed from 
the Senate the taxpayer bill of rights 2. 

This legislation, Mr. President, we 
think is going to go a very long way in 
reinsuring the basic rights of the 
American taxpayer in dealing with the 
Internal Revenue Service. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that at the appropriate place in 
the RECORD a summary prepared by the 
Joint Committee on Taxation summa
rizing the 28 sections of the new tax
payer bill of rights 2 be printed in the 
RECORD. . 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DESCRIPTION OF TAXPAYER BILL OF RIGHTS 2 
PROVISIONS-SCHEDULED FOR MARKUP BY 
THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE ON 
MARCH 3, 1992 

I. ADDITIONAL SAFEGUARDS TO PROTECT 
TAXPAYERS' RIGHTS 

.1. Establishment of Taxpayers' Advocate 
Present Law 

The IRS Ombudsman assists taxpayers in 
resolving administrative difficulties with the 
IRS. 

Explanation of Provision 
The provision statutorily establishes the 

position of Taxpayers' Advocate in the IRS 
as a replacement for the Ombudsman. The 
Advocate would be appointed by the · Com
missioner. The provision also requires de
tailed annual reports to the tax-writing com
mittees, provides that problems resolution 
officers report to the Taxpayer Advocate, 
and provides that the Taxpayer Advocate re
port directly to the IRS Commissioner. 

2. Expansion of Authority to Issue Taxpayer 
Assistance Orders (T AOs). 

Present Law 
The Ombudsman may issue a Taxpayer As

sistance Order, which requires the IRS to 
cease taking an action (such as a collection 
action). 

Explanation of Provision 
The provision permits the issuance of a 

TAO requiring the IRS to take action (such 
as issue a refund faster), deletes the require
ment of present Jaw that the hardship expe
rienced by the taxpayer be "significant" as a 
condition for the issuance of a TAO, provides 
that only the Taxpayer Advocate, the Com
missioner of the IRS, or a superior of those 
two positions, as well as a delegate of the 
Taxpayer Advocate, may modify or rescind a 
TAO, and permits the TAO to specify a time 
period within which the TAO must be fol
lowed. 
II. MODIFICATIONS TO INSTALLMENT AGREEMENT 

PROVISIONS . 

3. Notification of Reasons for Termination of 
Installment Agreement 

Present Law 
The IRS must give prior notice and an ex

planation before it terminates an install
ment agreement because the taxpayer's fi
nancial condition has changed. 

Explanation of Provision 
The provision requires · that this notice be 

given before any termination (except in 
cases of jeopardy). 

4. Administrative Review of Denial of Request 
for Installment Agreement 

Present Law 
The Code does not require that the IRS 

provide an administrative review of denials 
of installment agreements. 

Explanation of Provision 
The provision requires the IRS to provide 

written notice of the reasons for denial of an 
installment agreement. The IRS also must 
establish procedures for independent admin
istrative review of denials and t.erminations 
of installment agreements. 

III. INTEREST 

5. Expansion of Authority To Abate Interest 
Present Law 

IRS may in its discretion abate interest at
tributable to IRS error or delay in perform
ing a ministerial act. 

Explanation of Provision 
The provision requires the IRS to abate in

terest in any case in which the taxpayer es-

tablishes that there was an unreasonable and 
excessive IRS delay and the taxpayer has 
fully cooperated in resolving outstanding is
sues. In order to allow the taxpayer to de
velop the facts, the IRS shall be required, 
upon written request, to provide the tax
payer within 30 days with all information 
and relevant records that the IRS has with 
respect to the history of the taxpayer's case 
for the time period involved. The IRS shall 
develop a form for the purpose of such re
quests. 
6. Extension of Interest-Free Period for Payment 

of Tax After Notice and Demand 
Present Law 

The Code provides a 10-day interest-free pe
riod within which taxpayers may pay after 
notice and demand is made. 

Explanation of Provision 
The provision extends from 10 to 21 days 

the interest-free period within which tax
payers may pay after notice and demand is 
made, applicable only to amounts of less 
than $100,000 (amounts of $100,000 and above 
continue to be subject to a 10 day period). 

IV. JOINT RETURNS 

7. Requirement of Separate Deficiency Notices in 
Certain Cases 
Present Law 

IRS must send duplicate original defi
ciency notices to both spouses when the IRS 
has been notified that separate residences 
have been established. 

Explanation of Provision 
This rule will apply to all instances in 

which the spouses did not file a joint return 
for the most recent taxable year. 

8. Disclosure of Collection Activities With 
Respect to a Joint Return 

Present Law 
It is unclear whether the IRS has author

ity to disclose to one spouse whether the IRS 
has attempted to collect a deficiency arising 
from a joint return from the other spoµse. 

Explanation of Provision 
The provision requires the IRS, upon writ

ten request of the spouse, to disclose in writ
ing to the spouse whether the IRS has ~t
tempted to collect a deficiency from the 
other spouse, the general nature of the col
lection activities, and the amount collected. 

9. Joint Return May Be Made After Separate 
Returns Without Full Payment of Tax 

Present Law 
Married taxpayers who had previously filed 

separate returns may not file a joint return 
without first fully paying the tax. 

Explanation of Provision 
The provision permits married taxpayers 

who had previously filed separate returns to 
file joint returns without fully paying the 
tax. 

JO. Representatiori. of Absent Divorced or 
Separated Spouse by Other Spouse 

Present Law 
A taxpayer who has filed a joint return 

with a spouse may represent the spouse with 
respect to a deficiency for any year a joint 
return was filed. IRS administrative proce
dures may allow each spouse to appeal sepa
rately from the statutory notice of defi
ciency. 

Explanation of Provision 
The provision provides that an individual 

who had filed a joint return with a spouse 
but who is no longer married to that spouse 
(or no longer resides in the same household) 
may not represent the absent spouse at an 
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examination of that return unless the absent 
spouse permits it in writing. 

V. COLLECTION ACTIVITIES 

11. Notice of Proposed Deficiency 
Present Law 

Although not statutorily required to do so, 
the IRS often issues a notice of proposed de
ficiency prior to issuance of a notice of defi
ciency. Failure to issue a notice of proposed 
deficiency does not invalidate the notice of 
deficiency. 

Explanation of Provision 
The provision requires IRS to issue a no

tice of proposed deficiency in every instance 
(except jeopardy). The notice of proposed de
ficiency must be mailed at least 60 days be
fore any notice of deficiency. Failure to 
issue a notice of proposed deficiency would 
invalidate the notice of deficiency. The pro
vision is effective one year from the date of 
enactment. 

12. Modification to Lien and Levy Provisions 
Present Law 

IRS may withdraw a notice of a lien only 
if the notice was erroneously filed or if the 
underlying lien has been paid, bonded, or be
come unenforceable. IRS may return levied 
property only when the taxpayer has over
paid its tax liability. 

Explanation of Provision 
The provision permits the IRS to withdraw 

notice of a lien in specified situations. Upon 
the taxpayer's request, the IRS shall notify 
credit agencies and financial institutions of 
the withdrawal. Further, the IRS shall re
turn levied property in parallel specified sit
uations. Finally, the provision increases the 
dollar value of certain items exempt from 
levy and indexes those amounts for inflation. 

13. Offers-in-Compromise 
Present Law 

The IRS can compromise any assessed tax. 
An opinion of the Chief Counsel is necessary 
for any compromise of $500 or more. Informa
tion relating to accepted compromises is 

·public. 
Explanation of Provision 

The provision clarifies that the IRS may 
make any compromise that would be in the 
best interests of the United States and raises 
the threshold above which an option of the 
Chief Counsel of the IRS is necessary from 
$500 to $50,000. The provision requires that 
opinions below the $50,000 threshold be sub
ject to continuing quality review. 

14. Notification of Examination 
Present Law 

IRS generally notifies a taxpayer in writ
ing before commencing an examination 
(sometimes it does so by telephone). 

Explanation of Provision 
IRS must both notify a taxpayer in writing 

that the taxpayer is under examination and 
furnish a copy of Publication 1, Your Rights 
as a Taxpayer, prior to commencing any ex
amination. 
15. Recovery of Civil Damages for Unauthorized 

Collection Action 
Present Law 

A taxpayer may sue the United States for 
up to $100,000 of damages caused by an IRS 
employee who recklessly or intentionally 
disregards the provisions of the Code or 
Treasury regulations. 

Explanation of Provision 
The provision increases the cap to $1 mil

lion with respect to reckless or intentional 
acts. In addition, it permits a taxoayer to 

sue the United States for damages caused by 
an IRS employee who negligently disregards 
the provisions of the Code of regulations, 
subject to a cap of $100,000 in damages. 

16. Designated Summons 
Present Law 

The period for assessment of additional tax 
with respect to most tax returns, corporate 
or otherwise, is three years. The IRS and the 
taxpayer can together agree to extend the 
period, either for a specified period of time 
or indefinitely. The taxpayer may terminate 
an indefinite agreement to extend the period 
by providing notice to the IRS on the appro
priate form. 

During an audit, the IRS may seek infor
mation by issuing an administrative sum
mons. Such a summons will not be enforced 
by judicial process unless the Government 
(as a practical matter, the Department of 
Justice) seeks and obtains an order for en
forcement in Federal court. 

In certain cases the running of the assess
ment period is suspen'ded during the period 
(if any) in which the parties are in court for 
the purpose of obtaining or avoiding judicial 
enforcement with respect to an administra
tive summons. Such a suspension is provided 
with respect to a corporate tax return if a 
summons is issued at least 60 days before the 
day on which the limitation period (as ex
tended, if extensions have been made) is 
scheduled to expire. In this case, suspension 
is only permitted if the summons clearly 
states that it is a "designated summons" for 
this purpose. Only one summons may be 
treated as a designated summons for pur
poses of any one tax return. The limitations 
period is suspended during the judicial en
forcement period of the designated summons 
and of any other summons relating to the 
same tax return that is issued within 30 days 
after the designated summons is issued. 

Under current internal procedures of the 
IRS, no designated summons is issued unless 
first reviewed by the Office of Chief Counsel 
to the IRS, including review by an IRS Dep
uty Regional Counsel for the Region in 
which the audit occurs. 

Explanation of Provision 
The provision requires that issuance of any 

designated summons be preceded by review 
by the Regional Counsel, Office of Chief 
Counsel to the IRS, for the Region in which 
the audit occurs. 

In addition, the provision requires that the 
corporation whose return is in issue be 
promptly notified in writing in any case 
where the Secretary issues a designated sum
mons (or another summons litigation over 
which tolls the running of the assessment pe
riod under the designated summons proce
dure) to a third party. The provision applies 
to summonses issued after date of enact
ment. 

VI. INFORMATION RETURNS 

17. Phone Number of Person Providing Payee 
Statements Required to be Shown on Such 
Statement 

Present Law 
Businesses are not required to put their 

telephone numbers on information returns. 
Explanation of Provision 

The provision requires businesses to put 
their telephone numbers and the name of a 
contact person on information returns (1099 
forms). 

18. Civil Damages for Fraudulent Filing of 
Information Returns 

Present Law 
Present law does not provide for civil dam

ages for fraudulent filing of information re
turns. 

Explanation of Provision 
If a person willfully files a false or fraudu

lent information return with respect to pay
ments purported to be made to another per
son, the other person may bring a civil ac
tion for damages. 

19. Requirement to Verify Accuracy of 
Information Returns 

Present Law 
Deficiencies determined by the IRS are 

generally afforded a presumption of correct
ness. 

Explanation of Provision 
If a taxpayer asserts a reasonable dispute 

with respect to any income reported on an 
information return and has fully cooperated, 
the IRS shall have the obligation in court to 
introduce evidence of the deficiency (beyond 
the Form 1099 itself) in order to prevail. 
vn. MODIFICATIONS Tb PENALTY FOR FAILURE 

TO COLLECT AND PAY OVER TAXES 

20. Trust Fund Taxes 
Present Law 

A responsible officer is subject to a penalty 
equal to 100 percent of trust fund taxes ~so
cial security and withheld income taxes) 
that are not paid to the Government on a 
timely basis. IRS provides for administrative 
appeals as to whether a person is in fact a re
sponsible officer. 

Explanation of Provision 
The provision requires IRS to issue a no

tice to an individual the IRS has determined 
to be a responsible officer at least 60 days be
fore issufag a notice and demand for the pen
alty. After exhausting administrative rem
edies within the IRS, the taxpayer may seek 
a declaratory judgment in the Tax Court as 
to whether the taxpayer is in fact a respon
sible officer. 
21. Disclosure of Certain Information Where 

More Than One Person Is Subject to Respon
sible Officer Penalty 

Present Law 
It is unclear whether IRS has authority to 

disclose to a responsible officer whether the 
IRS has attempted to collect from other re
sponsible officers. 

Explanation of Provision 
The IRS shall, _upon written request of the 

responsible officer, disclose in writing to the 
responsible officer whether the IRS has at
tempted to collect a deficiency from any 
other respon~ible officers, the general nature 
of collection activities, and the amount col
lected. 

22. Penalties Under Section 6672 
Present Law 

A responsible officer is subject to a penalty 
equal to 100 percent of trust fund taxes that 
are not paid to the Government on a timely 
basis. 

Explanation of Provision 
The IRS must print appropriate warnings 

and issue new publications containing infor
mation regarding this penalty. This penalty 
does not apply to volunteer officers of tax
exmpt organizations if they are unpaid and 
do not participate in the day-to-day or finan
cial activities of the organization. The IRS 
must provide prompt notification of failures 
to deposit trust fund taxes. 

VIII. AW ARD ING OF COSTS AND CERTAIN FEES 

23. Attorney's Fees: Recovery for Costs During 
IRS Appeals Process 

Present Law 
Taxpayers may recover reasonable admin

istrative costs under the same conditions 
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that attorney's fees are recoverable, com
mencing with the earlier of the notice of de
cision by IRS Appeals,or the notice of defi
ciency. 

Explanation of Provision 
The provision expands the availability of 

administrative costs by moving the com
mencement date to the earlier of the notice 
of proposed deficiency or the notice of defi
ciency. Once a taxpayer substantially pre
vails in litigation and files a written request, 
the IRS is required to provide within 30 days 
all information and relevant records of the 
IRS concerning the history of the taxpayer's 
case and the substantial justification for the 
position taken by the IRS. The IRS shall de
velop a form for this purpose. 

24. Increase Limit on Attorney Fees 
Present Law 

Allowable attorney's fees may not exceed 
$75 per hour, unless the court determines 
that the cost of living or another factor jus
tifies a higher rate. 

Explanation of Provision 
The provision indexes the maximum rate 

for inflation, effective from the date the '$75 
rate became effective. 

25. Attorney's Fees: Failure to Agree to 
Extension Not Taken Into Account 

Present Law 
To be eligible to receive attorney's fees, a 

taxpayrer must have . exhausted administra
tive remedies in the IRS. Under Treasury 
regulations, failure to agree to extend the 
statute of limitations is considered to be 
failure to exhaust administrative remedies. 
The Tax Court has held this aspect of the 
regulations to be invalid. ' 

· Explanation of Provision 
Failure by the taxpayer to agree to an ex

tension of the statute of limitations for as
sessment is not to be taken into account for 
purposes of determining whether the tax
payer ,is entitled to receive attorney's fees . 

IX. OTHER PROVISIONS 

26. Required Content of Certain Notices 
Present Law 

IRS tax deficienpy notices must describe 
the basis for and identify the amounts of tax, 
interest, and penalties. 

Explanation of Provision 
IRS notices ·must contain more detailed in

formation. 
27. Relief from Retroactive Application of 

Treasury Department Regulations 
Present Law 

Treasury may prescribe the extent (if any) 
to which regulations shall be applied without 
retroactive effect. 

Explanation of Provision 
Any proposed or temporary Treasury regu

lation shall apply prospectively from the 
date of publication of the regulation · in the 
Federal Register (unless specifically super
seded by subsequent legislation authorizing 
a retroactive effective date or unless Treas
ury permits taxpayers to elect to apply the 
regulations retroactively and the taxpayer 
so elects). Final regulations ma·y take effect 
from the date the proposed or temporary reg
ulations are published. For the period from 

.the effective. date of the statute until the 
publication of the proposed or temporary 
regulations, taxpayers will be governed by 
the statute and other authorities, as under 
present law. 

28. Required Notice to Taxpayers of Certain 
Payments 

Present Law 
The IRS receives payments that it cannot 

associate with any outstanding tax liability. 

Explanation of Provision 
The IRS must make reasonable efforts to 

notify taxpayers who have made payments 
that IRS cannot associate with any out
standing tax liability. 

29. Prohibition of Exchanging Confidential 
' Client Information for Forgiveness of Taxes 

Present Law 
It is unlawful for any person who prepares 

a tax return for compensation knowingly or 
recklessly to disclose tax return informa

. tion. · 
li)xplanation of Provision 

It is . unlawful for any Federal employee to 
forgive (or offer to forgive) any taxes due 
from an attorney, certified public account
ant, or enrolled agent in exchange for infor
mation about that person's clients. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. PRYOR. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recog;nizes the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. METZENBAUM]. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
rise to thank my colleague from Ar
kansas. His statement in connection 
with the $2 billion in expenditures for 
recruiting, pointing out to us the tre
mendous rate of expe;nditure by the 
Army as -compared ~o other advertisers 
in the country, has performed a mag
nificent public service. 

On behalf of all us in the Senate, as 
well as the people in this country, we 
are very grateful to the ·senator. Once 
again, he has displayed great courage 
and leadership in bringing this subject 
to the attention of. the people of this 
country. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished friend from Ohio. 

The PRESIDING' OFFICER: The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ar
kansas [Mr. BUMPERS]. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to proceed until noon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
' Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, first 

of all, I would like to join my colleague 
from Ohio in complime;nting my own 
colleague from Arkansas, Senator 
PRYOR, for a magnificent presentation 
this morning on just a few of the 
things that go on in this country that 
really are wasteful. 

We focused on the $500,000 for the 
Lawrence Welk home, out in North Da
kota, which was regrettable, but the 
sort of thing people can relate to as an 
abuse. The Senator from 'Arkansas has 
just gra_phically demonstrated this 
morning what real waste is all about. 

I have to confess that up until a few 
years ago, . when people would say, 
"Why do you all not cut all that waste; 
why do you not cut spending?," in the 
recesses of my mind, I would think, 'If 
they only knew what I knew about the 
pressures and choices." They do not 
want Aunt Suzy kicked out of the nurs
ing home. They want' Medicare; they 
want all these benefits. And yet, they 
are telling us to cut the deficit. 

I have discovered by being on the Ap
propriations Committee, there is plen
ty of room for massive cuts in funds 
that should never have been appro
priated in the first place. There is room 
for ' massive cuts of programs that 
should never have been started in the 
first place. 

The other day, when we were debat
ing the line-item veto, -I said, and I will 
repeat, the line-item veto is a diver
sion; it is ' a distraction, as my col
league on the floor called it; it is a fig 
leaf designed to cover the massive, 
pro'fligate waste of money. It ·wouldn '. t 
begin to deal with the problem. Instead 
of trusting the American pe'ople with 
the truth of what we have to do here, 
we talk about procedural changes. 

We take those deficits-which Ronald 
Reagan promised the American people 
faithfully that he would eliminate-we 
take those deficits, once they soar 
completely out of sight, and we sta:rt 
talking about "if we only had a line
item veto." But everybody knows that 
if the President had a line-item veto 
would not be able to cut enough to 
make much of a difference. · · 

Do you think he is going to cut out 
all the. farm programs and risk alienat
ing politically all the farmers of this 
country? He is certainly not going to 
X-out anything for the Defense Depart
ment. He has demonstrated that time 
and time again. 

Finally, you have to ask yourself, 
would my good Republican friends on 
the other side of the aisle, almost all of 
whom favor the line-item veto, would 
they favor a line-item veto if George 
McGovern were President; would they 
favor a line-item veto if my Governor, 
Bill Clinton, were President? I divinely 
hope he is our President some day. 
Would they rfavor it if Fritz Mondale 
were P.resident? The answer is appar
ent. It does not even need to be asked. 

But we do not .pass laws like the line
item veto, Mr. President, based on the 
fact that Ronald Reagan and George 
Bush are conservatives and therefore 
would save billions of dollars in the 
budget. We pass laws because they 
make sense no matter who is Presi
dent. 

I used an illustration the other day, 
no offense intended to anybody. But if 
I had a $15 million startup program in 
the University of Arkansas that I felt 
very strongly about, and let us assume 
a good Republican Member, we will say 
from Texas,' had a ,similar startup pro
gram for Texas A&M, and we have a 
line-item veto on the 'books, and the 
President is going through the bill and 
figuring out: How can I cut something 
out of this bill; I have to cut $2 billion 
out of this bill. 

Somebody says: "Well, Mr. President, 
we have two biotech startups here; one 
at Texas A&M and one at the Univer
sity of Arkansas." Mr. President, 
which one do you think the President 
will veto? We all know the answer to 
those things. 
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That is the reason I have opposed the 

line-item veto. 
However, that is not what I came to 

talk about. What I came to say, Mr. 
President, is that the Senators from 
Arkansas, both of us, have had a great 
day, a great day yesterday in the Fi
nance Committee. Senator PRYOR got 
his taxpayer bill of rights included, and 
I got my own venture capital gains pro
vision for small business included, 
which I have worked studiously on for 
5 years. 

Now, the Presiding Officer here today 
is a former Governor of the great State 
of Virginia, as I was Governor of my 
State for several years. And it was so 
nice. Back when we were Governor, we 
could sign our name and make things 
happen. Here it takes years to make 
something happen. 

This year, after introducing this bill 
again-and with 47 cosponsors, Repub
lican and Democrat-we finally get my 
venture capital provision incorporated 
into this tax package. 

There is one other capital gains pro
vision in the Finance bill that I do not 
fully comprehend. It is designed to 
make the capital gains incentive for 
nonventure capital investment progres
sive. It would eliminate any capital 
gains incentive for the wealthy folks 
who are in the 36-percent bracket; but 
provide a small tax benefit for those 
below that. 

Mr. President, all I want to do is to 
say to my good friend from Texas, Sen
ator BENTSEN, the chairman of the Fi
nance Committee, and all the members 
of the committee, I am indeed grateful, 
and the small business people of this 
country will be grateful if my provision 
becomes law. 

Capital gains is designed to reward 
people for taking risks. It is designed 

. to protect them against inflation. The 
thing that makes the President's cap
ital gains provision fatally flawed is 
that it allowed people to just go down 
and play the stock market, with no 
capital formed for the businesses whose 
stocks are traded. The President's pro
posal for 10, 15 percent depreciation 
would do a lot more for the business 
community of this country than the 
capital gains provision he proposed 
would. So much of his proposal does 
nothing. 

Mr. President, the sad thing about 
this is that we are going to pass the tax 
bill. The House has already incor
porated my capital gains provision in 
its bill, and incidentally, it is the only 
capital gains tax rate cut provision in 
the House bill. But the tragedy is we 
are going to spend all next week on the 
floor of the Senate passing this tax 
bill, and the President is going to veto 
it because it raises the marginal rate 
on the top 1 percent of the wealthiest 
people in America from 31 to 36 per
cent, or in the case of the House bill, 35 
percent. And the President says he is 
not going to sign that. Patrick Bu-

chanan has told us he is not going to 
sign that so our President has no op
tion. 

So, Mr. President, I do not know 
what we are doing here. We are obvi
ously wasting our time. 

The President, in his State of the 
Union Address, as far as I know, never 
consulted with a single Member of the 
Democratic Senate. I went over to that 
State of the Union Address the other 
evening, in a conciliatory mood, rec
ognizing there is so much hurt in this 
country: 9 million people pounding the 
streets, looking for work, people really 
suffering, and looking to Congress to 
do something. The President listed a 
seven-point program, and where health 
care was concerned, he said: I have not 
finalized my plans on that yet, but I 
want all this passed by March 20. 

I want to tell you, that chart · over 
there is so offensive to me; I cannot 
tell you how offended I am by that. 

The President says: "Not only do I 
want it done by March 20; if you do not 
have it done by then, the fight is on." 
And you all know how I love to fight. 

At a time when the American people 
wanted and had a right to expect the 
President, the Republicans, the Demo
crats, the liberals, the conservatives, 
and those in between to hole up in a 
room and say, "We have to 'do some
thing about this,'' he challenges us to a 
duel. 

Mr. President, I am not sure-I see 
the distinguished Senator from Hawaii 
on the floor-maybe we are prepared to 
take up the PBS bill, but I ask his in
dulgence for an additional 5 minutes. 

I ask unanimous consent that I be 
permitted to continue for 5 more min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator is recognized for 
an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. BUMPERS. So, strangely 
enough, the House and Senate tax bills 
take almost e:very single provision the 
President asked for that night, includ
ing·a $5,000 tax credit for home buyers, 
which I favor; either a 10 or 15 percent 
additional depreciation for business on 
new equipment bought in the last 11 
months of 1992, which I favor; using 
IRA's, allowing people to cash them 
without penalty to pay for college tui
tion costs and so on, excessive health 
care costs, and for first-time home buy
ers, and I favor that; and a reasonable 
capital gains provisions. 

When it comes to the middle-class 
tax cut, Mr. President, I am ambiva
lent. And my ambivalence stems from 
a simple proposition that I am obsessed 
with this outrageous deficit, $400 bil
lion this year, and I am concerned 
about whether we ought to provide a 
middle-class tax cut or whether we 
should take this additional money, put 
it in a trust fund, and say to the Amer
ican people, "On September 30, this 
money is going for deficit reduction 
and may not be used for any other pur-

pose." Would not every Member of this 
Senate like to go home this fall, and 
particularly those up for reelection, 
and say, "We cut the deficit. Not only 
that, we are going to cut it even more 
next year.'' 

It is said by economists that two
thirds of the GNP is created by 
consumer spending. Therefore, 
consumer confidence is everything. 
How can you expect the consumers of 
this country to have confidence in a 
Congress that puts supercilious signs 
on the floor of the Senate· that say, 
"Oh, if you just give me a line-item 
veto," "Oh, if PBS were not so liberal," 
or, "if the National Endowment were 
not pornographic." All those things are 
legitimate concerns and we ought to 
address them, and we will and we have, 
but everything is a fingerpointing, 
blame-placing exercise around here. 

Mr. President, I hate to say this, but, 
in my opinion, this distraction, diver
sion of items that take your attention 
off from what the real problems of the 
country are right now, namely, this 
terrible recession we are in and, sec
ondly-and this should have gone 
first-the terrible deficit. I submit to 
you, Mr. President, that the consumer 
confidence in this country would be en
hanced more by reducing the deficit 
than by anything else we could do. 

I have a whole host of amendments 
when the appropriations process comes, 
Mr. President. I may not win any one 
of them, but I will tell you I am going 
to give the U.S. Senate a chance to cut 
billions out of this budget this fall 
when we start appropriating money. 
And you can either say, yes, we are 
going to do it or, no, we are just kid
ding about it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that I be given 2 additional min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator is recognized for 
2 additional minutes. 

Mr. BUMPERS. And I will close my 
remarks. I had a few other things that 
I wanted to say, but I will just close 
with this one. 

President Truman told me, in one of 
the most poignant moments of~ life 
in his living room in his home in Inde
pendence, MO: "How can you expect 
the American people . to respond sen
sibly when politicians are diverting 
their attention or outright lying to 
them'?" 

Mr. President, anybody that expects 
535 Members of Congress from different 
geographical areas, different cultural 
backgrounds, different political phi
losophies, men and women, black and 
white, to suddenly come to some kind 
of a consensus that will salvage this 
country's future is daydreaming. It 
cannot and it will not happen. 

What could happen would be for the 
President of the United States to put 
his trust in the American people. You 
know why we have all these diversions 
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and distractions away from the real 
problems? Because the problems are 
acute and politicians are frightened to 
say to the American people, "Here is 
the problem, and it is colossal." 

But I can tell you, as President Tru
man admonished me, they can handle 
it. The American people can handle it. 
What they want is somebody to level 
with them, not just about the prob
lems, but here are the solutions, and 
there are solutions. It is not irrevers
ible; the problems are solvable. But 
they are not solvable when you con
centrate on signs that have "17 days 
left to comply with the President's re
quest." Nonsense. You solve them 
when the President goes on television 
and says, "We are a great nation. We 
are a patriotic people. We love our 
country and we love our children and 
we want to ensure the future of both. 
And, folks, here is what it is going to 
take to do it. And I am not running 
this as a popularity contest and I know 
I am not going to win a popularity con
test with this, but here is what we have 
got to do." 

I swear to you, Mr. President, the 
American people would follow that so 
fast it would make your head spin. 
That is all this Nation needs. 

I yield the floor. 

A DICTATORSHIP THAT GREW UP 
. Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, extraor

dinary changes have taken place on 
Taiwan during the past several years. 
Taiwan's dynamic economy is well 
known. But perhaps less well known 
are the remarkable political changes 
which have been occurring quietly, but 
continuously, over the past several 
years. Martial law was lifted in 1987, 
political parties have been formed, and 
press and public debate have been lib
eralized. All of this has been done in a 
peaceful, gradual but very significant 
way. 

Many of these changes have been dis
cussed in a recent article in the New 
York Times by Nicholas D. Kristof. I 
ask that his article entitled "A Dicta
torship That Grew Up" be printed in 
the RECORD, and I commend it to my 
colleagues' attention. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Feb. 16, 1992) 
A DICTATORSHIP THAT GREW UP 

(By Nicholas D. Kristof) 
Glancing surreptitiously over his shoulder 

at the crowded bar, Bo Yang lifts up a trou
ser leg. He points, with a grin, to a knob that 
juts from the flesh on his right knee. "There 
it is," he says. "When the weather cools 
abruptly, it gets all sore and I can't walk." 

Bo Yang is 71 years old, maybe 72-he 
doesn't know his birth date- and his thick 
hair is speckled with gray. He is also a social 
critic whose essays about Chinese culture 
have made him one of the most famous writ
ers in the Chinese language. He spent a dec
ade in a Taiwan prison for supporting a more 
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democratic society, and his knee was broken 
by police trying to get him to confess to 
being a Communist agent. The injury is an 
apt symbol of Taiwan's past; an era when the 
regime imprisoned, tortured and even killed 
dissidents, when elections were meaningless 
and when-or so Bo Yang came to believe 
during his incarceration-there was no great 
moral difference between Nationalist Party 
rule on Taiwan and Communist rule in 
China. 

Bo Yang has plenty of reason to criticize 
the Nationalists, who are still in power, but 
this is how he now describes contemporary 
Taiwan: "China has 4,000, maybe 5,000, years 
of history, but it has never had an era like 
Taiwan today. There has never been a time 
when people were so wealthy or so free. Liv
irig conditions are so great! I'm just glad 
that my wife and I have lived to see this pe
riod. It's a golden age." 

As he sees it, this "golden age" is not so 
much a cultural renaissance as it is the birth 
of political freedom in a Chinese context. 
Ever since Chinese civilization began some 
4,000 years ago along the Yellow River, the 
state has been either autocratic or impotent. 
Today's Taiwan, with its endless political de
bates and hotly contested elections, is an ex
hilarating departure from that tradition, 
leading Bo Yang and many others to believe 
that Taiwan represents a triumph of Chinese 
civilization. Other countries ranging from 
Albania to Paraguay have also cast off their 
repressive governments, but one would be 
hard pressed to find any place on earth that 
has so successfully combined an economic 
miracle with a political one. 

Just a few years ago, Taiwan newspapers 
were still controlled by the Government, and 
people hesitated to say openly that the is
land should declare itself a separate country, 
independent of mainland China. Today, 
newspapers are essentially free to say what 
they want: one opposition paper greeted the 
selection of the present Prime Minister with 
a banner headline that contained an exple
tive. Television remains nominally state
controlled, but the authorities ignore a wide
spread though illegal cable system (includ
ing a "democracy channel") that sometimes 
broadcasts anti-Government programs and 
even mainland Chinese television news. 

Like much of Eastern Europe, Taiwan has 
endured four decades of authoritarian rule 
based on a Leninist party structure. Genera
lissimo Chiang Kai-shek, who fled to the is
land of Taiwan in 1949 with two million 
mainlanders after his defeat 'by the Com
munists, had been an ardent student of the 
Soviet Union in the early 1920's and sent his 
eldest son, Chiang Ching-kuo, to study there. 
When the autocratic old man died in 1975, 
Chiang Ching-kuo became the leader of the 
Nationalist Party, the Kuomintang, and, 
under pressure at home and abroad, launched 
the democratization process shortly before 
he died in 1988. Since then, the pace of 
change has gathered momentum, the trans
formation-unlike that in Eastern Europe
accomplished by evolution rather than revo
lution. 

There is another contrast with Eastern Eu
rope: Taiwan is rolling in money. The busi
ness district in northeastern Taipei, the cap
ital, is a forest of gleaming office towers 
interspersed with flamboyant nighclubs. The 
hotels are palatial (the Grand Hyatt has an 
underwater sound system in its pool) and the 
only vagrants are young American street 
musicians. 

American guitar players panhandling in 
Taiwan are not the only sign of the way the 
world has turned upside down. Today, Tai-

wan has $82 billion in foreign exchange re
serves-more than the United States, Japan 
or any country in the world. It has signed a 
tentative agreement to buy 40 percent of the 
commercial aircraft operations of the 
McDonnell Douglas Corporation for some 32 
billion. Taiwan's people, many of whom were 
peasants a few decades ago, today have per 
capita incomes of about $10,000 a year, mak
ing them better off than Spaniards and 
Greeks and incomparably better off than 
Poles or Czechs or Russians. Even during the 
present international slowdown, Taiwan's 
economy is growing at the rate of 7 percent 
a year and unemployment is steady at 1.4 
percent. 

Ostracized as a political embarrassment 
for more than a decade, Taiwan these days is 
being courted by foreign governments. It is 
the 13th biggest trader in the world econ
omy, slightly ahead of China, and it plans to 
spend $300 billion on infrastructure as part of 
a six-year development plan in the 1990's. 
That will include money for highways, rail
roads, subways, power plants and sewage sys
tems (the kinds of things that the National
ists neglected when they were focusing on re
covering the mainland). This package is 
three times the $100 billion often projected 
as the cost of rebuilding Kuwait, and makes 
Taiwan a key market for international con
struction companies. 

With its economic tentacles spread 
throughout Asia, Taiwan's impact on some 
countries rivals or even exceeds Japan's. In 
Vietnam, for example, Taiwan is the largest 
single foreign investor. Its greatest influence 
is over mainland China, which, by official 
reckoning, has a per capita income of about 
$350 a year. There, Taiwan economically and 
culturally exerts more influence than Japan . 

Taiwan has long portrayed itself as a bea
con ·of hope for the mainland, a view that 
was laughable during its repressive years. 
But that vision of itself is no longer a fan
tasy. Throughout the mainland, there is a 
yearning for the island's freedom and pros
perity. In the last few years, the song cap
tivating many Chinese has not been the 
"Internationale" but the breezy "Follow 
Your Feelings" by a Taiwan pop star, a 
leather-clad woman named Su Rui. 

It may have lost the mainland, but Taiwan 
seems to have won the mainlanders. 

On a warm December evening outside 
Lungshan Temple in the old section of Tai
pei, the streets are crowded with worshipers 
going to the temple to burn fake paper 
money so that their loved ones will have 
some cash in the next world, young men 
strolling toward the nearby lanes of broth
els, elderly couples taking their grand
children out for a bite of "stinking tofu," a 
popular snack. 

This is also voting season, two days before 
Taiwan's first full election in more than 40 
years. Voters will choose delegates to the 
National Assembly, which in the past was a 
rubber-stamp body that nominally chose the 
President but now is charged with revising 
the nation's Constitution. The Kuomintang 
forced the retirement, by the end of last 
year, of all of the aged legislators and Na
tional Assembly delegates who had been 
elected on the mainland and had served for 
four decades without facing re-election in 
Taiwan. 

Soundtrucks from the Democratic Progres
sive Party, the main opposition, are cruising 
the streets, bellowing their denunciations of 
the Nationalist Party. The sides of the 
trucks are covered with slogans demanding a 
declaration of independence from China and 
the creation of a new country called the Re-
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public of Taiwan. Although this is tech
nically seditious and illegal, the police pay 
no heed. · 

"You want to buy a video?" a hawker asks 
in Mandarin with a strong local accent, 
thrusting forward a handful of cassettes. 
"Good price!" He is selling from a table on 
the sidewalk, some 200 titles arrayed in front 
of him, about two-thirds of which are Japa
nese pornography (the occasional dialogue 
dubbed in Chinese). A few are American 
films or kung fu flicks and the remainder are 
political videos supporting the Democratic 
Progressive Party. 

"A few years ago, the Kuomintang 
would've killed me for selling these, 
would've cut my head off," he says dramati
cally, drawing his hand across his throat. 
"But now it's no problem. The cops ignore 
us, and anyway, we vendors come out only at 
night." 

The hawker, a squat short man, probably 
in his late 30's, suddenly realizes that this 
sounds like a tribute to the Nationalists. 
"It's not the Kuomintang that gave us this 
freedom," he lashes out furiously, spit flying 
wildly. "It's the Democratic Progressive 
Party that made all the sacrifices, that 
pushed the Kuomintang to give us this free
dom. The Kuomintang leaders are tyrants, 
but finally they had to cave in and free us." 

Several days later, on Dec. 21, th~ people of 
Taiwan voted and gave a 71 percent landslide 
victory to the Kuomintang. The election was 
marred by vote-buying, a Taiwan tradition, 
but it was nonetheless an astonishing vic
tory for the Nationalists. It also marked a 
milestone in Taiwan's transition from autoc
racy to democracy. 

The new National Assembly will meet next 
month to revise the national Constitution 
and choose a form of government for Taiwan. 
Despite. some proposals for a parliamentary 
system or for establishing a Republic of Tai
wan, drastic changes are unlikely. However, 
presidential power may be str.engthened 
somewhat, and for selecting the president 
the conference is likely to adopt a variation 
of the American system of public elections 
followed by a vote in an electoral college. 

In the meantime, Taiwan's people are ago
nizing over how they are to forge an identity 
for themselves without inviting an invasion 
from China. The omnipresent slogan used to 
be "Guang fu da lu" (Recover the mainland), 
but now most people on Taiwan wouldn't 
want to recover the mainland if they had the 
chance. A poll last fall showed for the first 
time that fewer than half of the island's 20 
million people would like to reunify with 
China. Even the island's mainlanders
emigres and their children who together 
make up 15 percent of Taiwan's population
now seem as attached to Taiwan as to their 
native provinces. 

"Sure, we're Chinese," says a local jour
nalist. "But just because you feel a bond to 
your relatives doesn't mean you want them 
to move in with you. Especially if they're 
dirt poor." 

A balding, energetic man named Hsu Hsin
liang is one reason for the political ferment 
in Taiwan. In 1979, Hsu. was director of an 
independent new magazine that demanded 
democratic change. In December of that 
year, the magazine sponsored a rally calling 
for the protection of human rights. There 
were clashes with the police, and the Govern
ment cracked down. Thirty-eight people 
were arrested, tried and given sentences 
ranging from 10 months to life in prison, and 
torture was used in induce confessions that 
the rally was part of a Communist-backed 
insurrection. 

The magazine's circulation manager, Lin 
Yi-hsiung, was badly beaten by interroga
tors, and when his mother saw his injuries 
she tried to contact Amnesty International. 
The next day, while the police kept Lin's 
home under 24-hour surveillance, someone 
entered and killed the mother as well as 
Lin's twin 7-year-old daughters. The killings 
are widely believed to have been arranged by 
senior officials. (Lin and the others who were 
arrested were released during the 1980's.) 

Hsu avoided arrest because he happened to 
be in the United States, where he sought po
litical asylum. In 1986, inspired by Corazon 
Aquino's triumph in the Philippines, he tried 
to return to Taiwan, but the authorities re
fused: to admit him or arrest him, and he had 
to return to America. Hsu 's supporters sur
rounded the airport and clashed repeatedly 
with riot police, who showed no compunction 
about clubbing protesters with their trun
cheons. 

In 1989, Hsu returned successfully to Tai
wan, served 8 months of a 10-year prison sen
tence for sedition and was released. Today, 
he is the 50-year-old chairman of the Demo
cratic Progressive Party. "Our problem is 
the same as Ukraine's," says Hsu on a sunny 
morning in his office in downtown Taipei. In 
his gray pin-striped suit, he looks more like 
a business executive than a rebel. He ac
knowledges there is a risk of a mainland _in
vasion if Taiwan declares its independence 
from China and proclaims a Republic of Tai
wan, but he says this risk is greatly exagger
ated. Lithuania and Ukraine, he contends, 
faced a similar risk when they first broached 
independence. 

The Democratic Progressive Party made 
independence the major issue of the Decem
ber campaign. One of its advertisements, in 
the Independent Evening Post, ridiculed the 
Nationalists' pretensions. It portrayed the 
Republic of China as "a babe that refuses to 
grow up" and presented the national flag as 
the infant's diapers. B~t the Nationalists 
fought back by suggesting that calls for 
independence amounted to inviting the 
mainland to invade. 

The Nationalists' overwhelming victory 
seems a clear signal that, for now, the people 
favor the status quo: neither independence 
nor reunification. The status quo, notes 
Frederick F. Chien, the Foreign Minister, 
could probably be sustained for a long time. 

Eleven hundred miles to the north, in 
Beijing, Tang Shubei is Taiwan's frustrated 
suitor. Tang, a genial man who wears well
cut suits and distributes a name card printed 
in the traditional· Chinese characters used on 
Taiwan, is in day-to-day charge of China's 
courtship of Taiwan. In his office, across the 
street from the Zhongnanhai compound 
where China's politburo meets, he empha
sizes that the mainland would like to reunite 
with Taiwan peacefully. But China, he says, 
reserves the right to use force to settle this · 
"internal affair." 

"If a stalemate continues, of neither inde
pendence nor reunification, then that is a 
matter of seriou·s concern," Tang says so
berly. 

No one knows if China will resort to mili
tary action. According to one scenario, dur
ing the power struggles that are expected to 
follow the death of Deng Xiaoping, one of the 
factions-the Army, say-might provoke 
some incident in the Taiwan Strait. A block
ade of Taiwan would force rival Communist 
leaders to unite behind the Army. In another 
scenario, Taiwan gradually moves toward 
independence, just as Lithuania and Ukraine 
did. If Taipei were to declare its independ
ence, many Chinese in Beijing believe the 

Communists would then attack Taiwan or 
impose a blockade. 

Few ordinary Chinese on the mainland 
would be enthusiastic about fighting a war 
with Taiwan, and military analysts contend 
that a conventional assault on Taiwan would 
be costly without necessarily being success
ful. But with China what is irrational and 
unlikely is not impossible. "The Chinese 
Communists sometimes do things that in the 
eyes of other people are not necessarily in 
their pragmatic interest," says Ma Ying
jeou, a Harvard-educated lawyer who is Tai
wan's point man on relations with the main
land. 

It is unclear how the United States or 
other countries would react if the mainland 
were to attract Taiwan. Taiwan is not a 
member of the United Nations, and China 
has a Security Council veto, so United Na
tions intervention would be unlikely. More
over, nearly all countries around the world, 
including the United States, regard Taiwan 
as part of China and so might send Taipei 
their sympathies rather than their assist
ance, particularly if Taiwan were seen to 
have provoked the crisis by declaring inde
pendence. 

The risk of conflict might be reduced if the 
United States and other Western nations 
made it clear that they would stand by Tai
wan. But the United States has been afraid 
of offending China and has done little to im
prove diplomatic relations with Taiwan de
spite its democratization. Although Euro
pean ministers freely visit Taiwan, Amer
ican policy will not permit a Cabinet mem
ber to set foot on Taiwan. And Taiwan's 
President, Lee Teng-hui, a Cornell Univer
sity graduate, has been pressured not to em
barrass the Bush Administration by seeking 
to visit the United States. 

Both the Communists and the Nationalists 
maintain that Taiwan is an inseparable part 
of China. If fact, Taiwan and the Chinese 
mainland, less than 100 miles apart at the 
nearest point, had very little to do with each 
other until a few hundred years ago. Chinese 
settlers began to move in substantial num
bers to Taiwan in the 16th and 17th cen
turies, pushing the aboriginal population 
into the mountains. It wasn't until 1684 that 
China imposed sovereignty over Taiwan, and 
even then it was tenuous. 

In the last century, Taiwan's history has 
been even more detached from that of the 
mainland. In 1895, after it was trounced by 
Japan in the Sino-Japanese war, China was 
forced to cede Taiwan to Japan, recovering it 
only in 1945 after World War II. But after the 
Communist victory four years later, in 1949, 
the Nationalists turned Taiwan into a refuge 
for their rival Government. 

President Harry S. Truman refused to pro
tect the fleeing Nationalists, and the Com
munists prepared for an invasion of Taiwan 
that very likely would have succeeded. What 
saved Taiwan was the Korean War. After the 
Communist invasion of South Korea, Tru
man reversed himself and sent the Seventh 
Fleet to protect Taiwan. 

From 1949 until the early 1970's Taiwan
calling itself the Republic of China and bene
fiting from the anti-Communist climate of 
the cold war-occupied China's seat in the 
United Nations and was recognized as China 
by most of the world community. But it be
came increasingly absurd to have the island 
of Taiwan represent the Chinese mainland, 
and more and more countries switched rec
ognition to "Red China." In 1971, the United 
Nations seat went to Beijing. By 1979, even 
the United States recognized the People's 
Republic of China and severed diplomatic re
lations with Taiwan. 
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Despite the lack of international recogni

tion, Taiwan has maintained its trading net
work around the globe, and its economy con
tinues to boom. Testifying to its chaotic and 
uncoordinated growth is Taipei. Not all of 
the capital is as glossy as its business dis
trict, and many parts of the city are down
right ugly: sidewalks are cracked, shops 
signs fight for space overhead and the haze of 
automobile exhaust hangs in the air. Tai
wan's economy depends not on a few con
glomerates, as is the case with South Korea, 
but on hundreds of thousands of mom-and
pop shops and factories making everything 
from clothing and processed foods to elec
tronics and plastics. The proprietors work 
day and night, cheat on their taxes, reinvest 
their earnings, and fight for export markets. 

Political liberalization took off after the 
1986 elections. The Democratic Progressive 
Party, while nominally illegal, was allowed 
to compete in the local elections and did bet
ter than expected-jolting · the leadership 
into hastening the pace of reform. Martial 
law, imposed in 1949, was lifted in 1987, and 
the press and public debate became less and 
less restricted. Political parties were formed, 
protest marches became common, most of 
the political prisoners were released and 
many exiles were allowed to return. 

During democracy's infancy in the late 
80's, the opposition offended many members 
of the middle class by resorting to physical 
violence on the floor of the legislature. Frus
trated by the dominance of aged Nationalists 
who never had to seek re-election, the oppo
sition felt. that force was the only way to 
block votes or have an impact. 

Ju Gau-jeng, a pudgy young Taiwanese leg
islator who had earned a doctorate in philos
ophy in Germany, won the nickname Rambo 
for his pugilistic confrontations with ruling 
party legislators. Ju has now given up 
fistfighting, saying that such tactics are no 
longer appropriate under a democracy. 

A former Democratic Progressive Party 
member who is now trying to form his own 
opposition party, Ju explains that the oppo
sition was brutalized by the Nationalists for 
so many years that it became radicalized and 
does not always act rationally. The former 
political prisoners who dominate the Demo
cratic Progressive Party, he says, do not 
have ordinary friends or values. He adds: 
"Whenever anyone disagrees with them, they 
say: 'Where were you when I was in prison? 
My wife and my children left me. What right 
do you have to oppose me?'" 

Still, both sides seem to have mellowed 
over the last year or so. The Democratic 
Progressive Party has enough hope of even
tually assuming power that it seems to be 
moving gradually into the role of a loyal op
position and waging its battles mostly with 
megaphones rather than fists. 

In the meantime, the Government has 
abandoned most of its restrictions on con
tacts with the mainland. There are still no 
direct flights between Taiwan and China, but 
Taiwanese are free to travel to the mainland 
via Hong Kong, to telephone people there 
and to conduct business on the other side of 
the Taiwan Strait. While Taipei still refuses 
to negotiate directly with Beijing, it periodi
cally sends private emissaries there with 
verbal messages for China's leaders. 

Paradoxically, as Taiwan's pretensions of 
ruling China are withering, its influence is 
increasing. Mainland Chinese intellectuals 
search for lessons in Taiwan's democratiza
tion that can be applied in Beijing. Teen
agers emulate Taiwan fashions and save 
their pocket money to buy tapes of Taiwan 
singers like Su Rui or books by Taiwan writ-

ers like the late San Mao. Along the coast of 
Fujian Province, ambitious workers pay 
smugglers hundreds of dollars to be taken to 
Taiwan where they can find jobs as laborers 
or prostitutes. Even the language is under 
assault: Taiwan expressions and the tradi
tional Chinese characters used in Taiwan 
and Hong Kong (abandoned 40 years ago by 
the Communists, who thought simplified 
characters would promote literacy) are mak
ing a comeback throughout China. 

People on the mainland have become much 
more aware of living standards on Taiwan 
since 1987, when the island first allowed its 
citizens to visit China. Last year, a million 
people from Taiwan visited the mainland, 
and bilateral trade (which Taiwan requires 
to be conducted through Hong Kong) 
amounted to more than SS billion. Taiwan 
companies have established some 2,800 fac
tories in China, moving entire assembly 
lines in industries like shoemaking offshore 
to low-wage areas in Fujian Province. The 
result is that among the 30 million people of 
Fujian, and to a lesser extent throughout 
China, it is the mainland that increasingly 
seems to be falling into the orbit of Taiwan, 
not the other way around. 

"When the Taiwanese go back to Fujian, 
and when the people of Hong Kong go back 
to southern China to visit relatives, and they 
have their fancy shoes and fancy clothes and 
fancy luggage, that's the most subversive 
thing of all," says Andrew J. Nathan, a 
China scholar at Columbia University. "It 
contributes to the lack of confidence on the 
part of people within the mainland about the 
system that they're living under." 

Taiwan still has some way to go before it 
is fully democratic, but the island is clearly 
moving in that direction. It is a rare exam
ple of a dictatorship that grew up. Other 
countries overthrew tyrants, but in Taiwan 
it was the despots who appear to have turned 
into democrats. 

How did that happen? And is there hope 
that the Chinese mainland can evolve in a 
similar way? 

Analysts in Taiwan cite several factors 
that together hastened the process of 
change. One was economic growth and in
creasing contact with the United States and 
other countries. Another was embarrassment 
at criticisms from abroad· for its human 
rights violations. Perhaps even more impor
tant was education. Forty years ago, only 34 
percent of Taiwan's primary schoolchildren 
went on to high school; now all do. Today, 
there are more than 10 times as many high
school students as in 1952 and more than 40 
times as many university students as there 
were then. In the Confucian tradition, Tai
wan values education like almost no society 
on earth, particularly higher education in 
the United States. Consequently, some 53 
percent of Taiwan's Cabinet ministers now 
have doctoral degrees from the United 
States. 

These factors are also present in mainland 
China, though to a much smaller degree. 
Therefore, some Chinese and foreigners are 
hopeful that China may be traversing a simi
lar path.' The Taiwan model, for all the dif
ferences with the mainland, at least is an in
triguing reminder that poor and repressive 
Chinese states can evolve rapidly and peace
fully toward democracy and prosperity. 

There is one crucial difference, however. 
After the Generalissimo's son Chiang Ching
kuo di.ed in 1988, power on Taiwan passed to 
younger technocrats who had little memory 
of China's civil war and were uninterested in 
ideology. They were the agents of change. On 
the mainland, power is firmly in the grip of 

Deng Xiaoping and other octogenarians of 
the civil-war generation. 

Question: What country around the world 
expanded its borders the most during the 
post-World War II era? 

Answer: The Republic of China. 
Although the Nationalist Government lost 

96 percent of its territory in 1949 when it fled 
to Taiwan, it never acknowledged that loss. 
Instead, in 1953 the Kuomintang even "re
claimed" all of Mongolia, which in the 1940's 
it had allowed to spin off as an independent 
country. Taiwan is reluctant to give up its 
claims to mainland territory, but no one 
pays much attention to what exists on paper. 
Taiwan businesses are accustomed to keep
ing at least two sets of accounts, one for 
themselves and one for the tax auditors, and 
the Government seems to be doing the same. 

When I lived in Taiwan in 1987 and 1988, 
studying Chinese, the myths still counted for 
something. The post office temporarily con
fiscated some books on Mao Zedong that an 
editor had mailed to me. At that time, the 
newspapers were still controlled and people 
hesitated to say openly that Taiwan should 
be independent. Technically, it is still illegal 
to advocate independence, and a few political 
prisoners remain behind bars for demanding 
independence. But to be arrested for sedition 
these days one practically has to stand with 
a megaphone and bellow pro-independence 
slogans into a police station's windows. 

Although it persists in hanging on to some 
historical fictions, the Nationalist Govern
ment has finally come to grips with one hor
rific past event. For decades, Taiwan has 
been haunted by "two-two-eight"-the code 
word for the day in 1947-Feb. 28-when local 
Nationalist officials crushed an uprising by 
Taiwanese resentful of Kuomintang corrup
tion and repression Estimates of the mas
sacre vary widely, but George H. Kerr, then 
United States vice consul in Taipei, put the 
immediate death toll at 10,000 and said that 
another 10,000 or so were executed in the 
next few months. Memories of two-two-eight 
fuel the resentment some Taiwanese have 
long felt for the manlanders who came over 
with Chiang Kai-shek in 1949. Now that issue 
seems to have been largely defused by a Gov
ernment-backed investigation of two-two
eight and by promise that a monument will 
be built to honor the dead. 

To some extent, the antagonisms between 
Taiwanese ·and mainlanders have been healed 
by time. The children of mainlanders often 
speak Taiwanese and feel far more affinity 
with Taiwan than with the unseen mainland 
province that appears on identity cards as 
their "native spot." It has also helped that 
power has been handed over from the main
landers to Taiwanese, people like President 
Lee Teng-hui, who is popular and shrewd 
politicians. To most people, his Taiwanese
accented Mandarin is easier on the ears than 
Chiang Kai-shek's Mandarin, which was 
sometimes rendered almost unintelligible by 
the accent of his native Zhejiang Province. 

Hsu Hsin-liang, the opposition leader, also 
a Taiwanese, says that if he takes power he 
would like to close the Chiang Kai-shek Me
morial Hall-a vast imperial-style building 
and park in the center of Taipei-and trans
form it into something else, perhaps a mu
seum. But he acknowledges that Taiwan's 
ghosts have largely been exorcised: "Two
two-eight is over. In the 1990's, the big issue 
is democracy." 

For both Taiwan and China, the bogeyman 
used to be Amnesty International, which 
campaigned for prisoners like Do Yang and 
still seeks to help those who have been im
prisoned for their involvement in the main-
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land's 1989 democracy movement. Amnesty 
International now has a chapter in Taipei, 
with a 71-year old man as one of its most fer
vent members. Or perhaps he is 72. In any 
cases, in the new Taiwan, people like Bo 
Yang are no longer Amnesty International 
cases but Amnesty International members. 

DEATH OF BENJAMIN N. DEZINNO, 
JR. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, last 
Thursday, February 27, the people of 
Meriden and the State of Connecticut 
lost a great public servant. Benjamin 
N. DeZinno, Jr., known to me and his 
many, many friends, as, simply, 
"Bennie," died of heart disease after a 
life full of good works for people. 

Benjamin DeZinno served the people 
of Meriden as a State representative 
from 1975 until his death. I was honored 
to be in the general assembly with him 
during the great administration of 
Gov. Ella Grasso, and I had many occa
sions to work with him while I served 
as attorney general during the 1980's. I 
always found him to be smart, sensible, 
dependable, warm, and absolutely de
voted to his hometown and his con
stituents. 

Benjamin DeZinno was a tremendous 
family man, with a resolute faith in 
God and devotion to his Catholic reli
gion. He represents some of the best 
traditions of the Democratic Party
concern for working people, compas
sion for the disadvantaged, respect for 
-the average man and woman. Yet he 
reached out so effectively to people of 
all backgrounds that he had many 
friends in the Republican Party as 
well-so much so that in 1990, he 
achieved what has to be a public offi
cial's dream: Endorsement by both the 
Democratic and Republican parties in 
his community. 

Mr. President, we will miss Bennie 
DeZinno, but we will always carry a 
part of his enthusiasm for public serv
ice-and for people-with us as we con
tinue in our daily tasks. 

I would like at this point to insert in 
the RECORD the text of two articles 
about Benjamin DeZinno that appeared 
in his hometown newspapers, the 
Record-Journal of February 28, 1992. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Meriden (CT) Record-Journal, 
Feb. 28, 1992) 

BENJAMIN DEZINNO DIES 
(By Peter Urban) 

HARTFORD.-Benjamin N. DeZinno, Jr.
pharmacist, Christian and lawmaker-died 
early Thursday morning of heart disease. 

A Meriden state representative since 1975, 
DeZinno was admired for his tireless devo
tion to his district and loved for his corny 
sense of humor. 

"He did an awful lot to bring a lot of dol
lars to Meriden. I could list dozens of exam
ples," said Meriden City Manager Michael H. 
Aldi. 

DeZinno played a key role in obtaining 
state funds for downtown revitalization, re-

pairing Kenmere Dam, Broad Brook res
ervoir, downtown's still-unfinished silver 
museum, and asbestos cleanup at Hanover 
Elementary School. 

"He was a wonderfully humorous man. He 
always had a corny joke that you couldn't 
help but laugh at," Aldi said. 

DeZinno, 67, died at 3:07 a.m. at Hartford 
Hospital with his family by his bedside. He 
had been in the hospital since Feb. 16. 

DeZinno underwent double bypass surgery 
last February, missing three months of the 
legislative session. He returned in May to op
pose the state income tax. 

"I don't think he missed a day of the spe
cial session even though he was sick. He 
wanted to fight for what he believed in. I 
think they even sent a state trooper to get 
him a couple of times," said his son, Roger 
DeZinno. 

But complications from the surgery per- · 
sisted and in the last month his health began 
to fail. DeZinno had undergone a similar op
eration in November 1980 after suffering a 
mild heart attack on May 3, 1979, during an 
Appropriations Committee meeting. 

"He didn't walk. He double-timed. That 
was his end. You can't keep that up. I told 
him to slow down but he couldn't, " said Rep. 
Eugene Migliaro, R-Wilcott. "I chewed him 
out for running around like a chicken with 
his head cut off, trying to do everything. I 
really, really hate to see him go." · 

But DeZinno never did slow down. 
"I could always take a more conservative 

approach, but having a goal keeps me going 
toward the zenith. It makes me determined 
to do it," DeZinno once said. 

The pinnacle of his legislative career came 
in 1990 when his re-election bid was endorsed 
by both Democrats and Republicans in Meri
den, said former City Councilor and Mayor 
Joseph J. Marinan, Jr. 

"He was ecstatic when he got the dual en
dorsement. He thought that was the stamp of 
approval from his coni:;ti tuents. That pleased 
him to no end," Marinan said. 

Rep. John Zajac, R-Meriden, said that 
DeZinno never cared about Democrats versus 
Republicans. 

"He represented his district. His constitu
ents always came first," Zajac said. "This is 
an irreplaceable loss for Meriden. There is a 
void that cannot be filled." 

Sen. Amelia P. Mustone, D-Meriden, de
scribed DeZinno as a "hometown, citizen leg
islator." 

"He will be sorely missed," she said. 
DeZinno began his political career in 1964 

as a member of the Meriden Board of Health. 
He was first elected to the 84th House Dis
trict seat in 1975 and represented that dis
trict until his death. He lost just one elec
tion-a 1971 mayoral primary ·to Abraham 
Grossman. 

DeZinno last served as vice chairman of 
the legislature's Finance, Revenue and Bond
ing Committee and was a member of the 
Public Safety Committee. 

He had also served as co-chairman of the 
Public Health Committee and the Planning 
and Development Committee, and vice chair
man of the Appropriations Committee. 
DeZinno was an assistant majority leader 
and served on the Blue Ribbon Commission 
on State Health Insurance. 

" He was always first and foremost inter
ested in Meriden," said former Housing Com
missioner John Papandrea of Meriden. "He 
was always looking for things that would 
benefit the city." 

Marinan described DeZinno as tenacious. 
When the Kenmere Dam collapsed in 1987, 

DeZinno hoodwinked the chairman of the Fi-

nance Committee, which held the state purse 
strings, into visiting the site. 

"He got Ron Smoko to come to Meriden on 
the pretense of dinner and then drove him 
out to the dam to see the damage," said 
Mari nan. 

It was a rainy Sunday and the three men 
trudged through the mud to see the dam. 
Marinan said he felt sorry for Smoko and 
embarrassed that DeZinno had pulled such a 
stunt. 

"But it paid off. We got the money," 
Marinan said. 

Mayor Angelo R. D' Agostino said that 
DeZinno never shied away from helping his 
cons ti tu en ts. 

"Whenever anyone needed anything, he 
would call or visit," D'Agostino said. 

DeZinno devoted much of his attention to 
health issues. In the 1970s he was one of the 
first lawmakers to address problems plagu
ing nursing homes in the state, according to 
Rep. Lawrence Anastasia, D-Norwalk. 

As a member of the PubliG Safety Commit
tee, DeZinno conducted legislative hearings 
over the state police handling of the March 
1982 Ku Klux Klan rally in Meriden. The 
hearings eventually led to the resignation of 
Public Safety Commissioner Donald Long, 
according to Leo Donahue, state auditor. 

"He never sought the easy committees" 
said Gardner Wright, a former state rep
resentative and one-time chairman of the 
state Commission on Hospitals and Health 
Care. 

"Ben was sitting next to me when he had 
his first heart attack. We were bringing out 
bills on the Appropriations Committee dead
line ... I was surprised he continued to run 
and serve. I though that kind of scare would 
make him slow down, but he really was dedi
cated," Wright said. 

DeZinno was always serious about helping 
his community and pushing issues he be
lieved in. 

"There was never a time that we had a 
conversation that he did not put his con
stituents first, especially in the areas of 
health, housing and education," said Demo
cratic former Gov. William A. O'Neill. 

A Roman Catholic, DeZinno believed that 
life is a precious gift. His religious beliefs 
carried over to the legislature, where he 
fought for antiabortion legislation and meas
ures to lower the state's infant mortality 
rate. · 

"He was a strong advocate of prolife legis·· 
lation-a great ally in the House," said 
former Lt. Gov. Joseph Fauliso. "He was 
truly a man of great character." 

State Rep. Thomas Luby, D-Meriden, said 
that DeZinno's personality made him an ef
fective lawmaker. 

"He managed to remain popular with his 
colleagues despite disagreements," Luby 
said. 

"He had a tremendous knack for relating 
to others," said Anastasia. 

"He was one of the nicest people to deal 
with. He always said hello and asked how the 
family was," said Mark Dupuis, a spokesman 
for House Republicans and former legislative 
reporter for United Press International. 

"It's remarkable. Even though he was a 
Democrat, everyone on the Republican staff 
is saying how much they will miss him," 
Dupuis said. 

DeZinno was known for easing tensions 
with his humor. 

"Ben had a great sense of humor. He was 
always able-in the midst of very difficult 
debates-to inject some humor and human
ity," said Luby. 

"He was a scootch at times, " said Rep. 
Ronald Smoko, D-Hamden, a longtime 



March 4, 1992 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 4331 
friend. Their families often vacationed to
gether. "The thing about Bennie's jokes was 
you could never remember them. Frankly, 
they weren't that good but when Bennie told 
them they were funny." 

DeZinno was born in Waterbury, attended 
Crosby High School there, New York Univer
sity, and the University of Connecticut 
School of Pharmacy. He served as a phar
macist mate in the submarine service at
tached to the Pacific Fleet in World War IL 

He began working as a pharmacist in Meri
den in 1950 and moved to the city in 1958. 
DeZinno owned Graeber's Pharmacy and 
Meriden Surgical Supply, both in Meriden. 

On Sunday mornings, he could often be 
found in the back pew of St. Joseph's 
Church-across the street from Graeber's
dressed in his pharmacist's smock. 

DeZinno is survived by his wife, Grace; 
three sons, Benjamin, Roger and William, all 
of Meriden; a daughter, Margaret Dorman of 
Florida; and five grandchildren. 

DeZinno will lie in state at the Curtis Me
morial Cultural Center on East Main Street. 
Visiting hours are Saturday from 6-8 p.m. 
and Sunday from 2-5 p.m. and from 7-9 p.m. 

The funeral will be held Monday at 11 a.m. 
at St. Joseph's Church in Meriden. 

[From the Meriden (CT) Record-Journal, 
Feb. 2!3, 1992) 

"BENNIE": HIS BUSINESS WAS HELPING 
PEOPLE 

. · (By Darryl Campagna) 
MERIDEN.-To his friends, he was simply 

"Bennie.'' 
But the colleagues, customers and long

time friends of Benjamin N. DeZinno Jr. re
called Thursday that behind the nickname 
and easygoing demeanor was a deeply reli
gious humanitarian and a quiet activist. 

"He was always there when people needed 
him and he was always quick to help," said 
Stacia Ritchie of Meriden, a friend and cus
tomer at DeZinno's West Main Street busi
ness, Graeber's Pharmacy. "Really, he loved 
people, and he had a deep feeling for human
ity. I think this is what made the man." 

Sam Kalmanowitz, owner of Kaye's Phar
macy on East Main Street, got his career 
start in Graeber's in his senior year of phar
macy school in 1961. He also worked there for 
a few months after graduating in 1962. 

"He was a very innovative person, and he 
was always attempting to do everything he 
could for his customers and the public at 
large," said' Kalmanowitz. "He worked long 
hours. I learned a lot from him, and he was 
one heck of a mentor." 

It was not unusual to see DeZinno, a de
vout Roman Catholic, "dash across the 
street to St. Joseph's" for a celebration of 
Mass or a few minutes of private reflection, 
said Kalmanowitz. 

Kalmanowitz wasn't the only one who got 
his start at Graeber's. 

Former city councilor Joseph J. Marinan 
Jr. grew up near the pharmacy and remem
bered hanging out at the soda fountain as a 
child. DeZinno told him he could have a job 
in the pharmacy when he was 16 years old. 

"I went down there on the day I turned 16 
and I was working there that night, " 
Marinan said. 

Marinan worked for DeZinno through high 
school and college. 

"One thing about Bennie-as a boss he 
never asked you to do something that he 
wasn't prepared to do himself. I remember 
one time he told us he wanted to rearrange 
the store and that we should be there at 11 
p.m." 

"He was there with us lifting cases and 
helping until we finished at 7 a.m. Then he 

took us out to breakfast. We went home to 
sleep but he went back to work at 9 a.m." 

DeZinno bought Graeber's in 1950. The 
business also includes a surgical-supply store 
and a second pharmacy in the Meriden Medi
cal Center on Cook Avenue. 

Dedicated to both his profession and his 
community, DeZinno received one of the 
Connecticut Pharmaceutical Association's 
most prestigious awards in 1985, said Daniel 
C. Leone, the association's executive vice 
president. The "Bowl of Hygeia" award
named for the Greek goddess of health-rec
ognized a pharmacist who excelled in civic 
work. 

"He was a good pharmacist, an excellent 
legislator," said Leone. "He always thought 
about the health needs of the constituents 
and he always supported legislation to help 
the public when it came to pharmaceutical 
services.'' 

DeZinno was instrumental in the creation 
of the ConnP ACE program that helped elder
ly residents purchase prescriptions at low 
cost. 

Marjory Shannon of Meriden first met 
DeZinno some 30 years ago when her late 
husband, John, worked as a state pharma
ceutical inspector. 

"Religion, creed, race and color made no 
difference to Bennie," she recalled. "I never 
heard of him turning anyone down for any
thing." 

DeZinno himself took a quiet pride in re
membering his constituents who didn't have 
a strong voice in the General Assembly. In 
December, he was interviewed for a Record
Journal article about new state House dis
tricts approved by the state Reapportion
ment Commission. DeZinno's 84th district 
was altered to include more minority voters. 

In his interview, DeZinno talked excitedly 
about his plans to work with his new His
panic constituents. They had been "outside 
looking in" for too long, he said. 

"It makes my Democratic district more 
democratic," said DeZinno. "If you give peo
ple an opportunity to participate, they'll do 
just that. This is grand for them." 

TRIBUTE TO FRED ACOSTA 
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I rise 

today to pay tribute to a remarkable 
man and good friend, Mr. Fred Acosta, 
who passed away suddenly last week in 
Tucson. 

I knew Fred for a long time, dating 
back to when we were classmates at 
Tucson High School and later, at the 
University of Arizona. Over the years, 
the Acosta and DeConcini stayed in 
touch al though our busy schedules 
kept us from seeing one another often. 

As the director of the Tucson Job 
Corps for the last 14 years, Fred pro
vided guidance and friendship to many 
young people who sought assistance in 
obtaining job training and placement. 
What made Fred so effective in this 
role was his ability to be tough, yet 
kind. As a former marine, he could be 
a formidable presence fighting for the 
funding needed to establish a credible 
program. He lobbied hard on behalf of 
the Job Corps. He would often come to 
me asking for assistance. I was always 
happy to intervene on his behalf, con
fident that if Fred was asking, it was 
because some need within the commu
nity was not being met. 

As a former teacher of intermediate 
and advanced special education, he was 
patient and compassionate with those 
who struggle to overcome life's obsta
cles, particularly minority and eco
nomically disadvantaged youths. I do 
not think we will ever be able to gauge 
the impact Fred had on these young 
people, or ever know how many indi
viduals he inspired to make something 
of themselves. What I do know is that 
many a life has been graced by having 
known Fred Acosta. 

His dedicated service extended to a 
variety of community interests. Active 
in the University of Arizona Hispanic 
Alumni, the American Red Cross, the 
Boy Scouts of America and the Tucson 
Diocesan Board of Education, Fred 
spent most of his nearly 50 years in 
Tucson devoted to serving the commu
nity. As deputy director of the Tucson 
Model Ci ties Program, he worked to 
improve Tucson's diverse neighbor
hoods through citizen participation. 

Tucsonans lost a good friend when 
they lost Fred Acosta. Visitors to 
Fred's south Tucson office were often 
presented with a small chili pepper pin 
as a sign that you were his friend. For 
many, that is but a small reminder of 
a man who devoted his life to making 
Tucson a better place for so many peo
ple. 

Our thoughts and prayers go out to 
Fred's wife, Norma; his three sons, 
Frederick, Ronald and Randolph; his 
daughter, Anna-Maria, and the mem
bers of the Acosta family. 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE 
ARTS 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, regret
tably, one of the agencies caught in the 
current crossfire of Republican politics 
is the National Endowment for the 
Arts. Rumors abound in the press that 
the very survival of this uniquely suc
cessful agency is in question. While the 
Bush administration may be equivocal 
in its support for the arts in America, 
I have not yet heard that it favors the 
dissolution of the NEA. The right and 
left wings have fought so hard there is 
no middle ground left and the unfortu
nate John Frohnmayer has found him
self squeezed out of office. 

It is imperative at this critical junc
ture that the true story of the Arts En
dowment be told and retold. In this re
gard, it was heartening, indeed, to read 
the New York Times op-ed piece by 
Donald B. Marron on March 1, 1992, en
titled "Don't Jeopardize the Arts." 
Here is a distinguished business leader, 
the chairman of Paine Webber Group, 
who fully understands how important 
the Arts Endowment is to our society. 
He presents the case for the NEA in 
clear and compelling terms. I welcome 
this piece by Mr. Marron and hope that 
others like him will come forward. 

It is a pleasure to commend this op
ed piece by Donald Marron to my col-
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leagues and ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed in full in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DON'T JEOPARDIZE THE ARTS 

(By Donald B. Marron) 
Caught in the cross-fire of conflicting po

litical interests, John E. Frohnmayer is 
leaving as chairman of the National Endow
ment for the Arts. As a result, the future in
tegrity and very existence of the agency has 
been called into question. 

Mr. Frohnmayer was a victim of his own 
management style. But the high-decibel con
troversy over a few small grants for art that 
many people called obscene obscures a cru
cial truth: the endowment is a vital invest
ment in the cultural and economic health of 
America. 

Creativity and quality of life are not just 
abstract concepts. The arts contribute di
rectly to the education of young people and 
to the economic well-being of countless com
munities. And at a time when U.S. competi
tiveness in many areas is being challenged 
abroad and questioned at home, we should 
not undermine our position of genuine global 
leadership in cultural creativity and innova
tion. 

The endowment has a strong record of suc
cess and excellence that has been largely ig
nored in the struggles that have plagued Mr. 
Frohnmayer's tenure. In fiscal 1991, it dis
bursed $119 million directly to arts organiza
tions and cultural events in all 50 states; an 
additional $55 million went to state arts 
agencies. This broad dissemination of funds 
in turn created local economic activity to
taling some $1.13 billion, or nearly 10 times 
as much in jobs, contracts and services. 

This is not just support of ·the arts for 
their own sake. The arts directly and indi
rectly · provide millions of jobs, stimulate 
tourism and contribute to · the revitalization 
of our cities and towns. 

Most endowment grants must also be 
matched at least dollar for dollar by non
Federal funds , thereby insuring that the 
agency serves not only as a source of direct 
support for artists and arts organizations but 
also as a. catalyst for public investment in 
hometown cultural and educational re
sources. When we project this research and 
development activity over the 26 years of the 
N .E.A. 's existence, we can begin to under
stand the impact it has had on our society. 

To manage its programs, the agency has in 
place a system of peer panel review in which 
every grant is evaluated by professionals in 
the field; some 1,200 panelists participate in 
the process annually. 

The role of the chairman should be to 
allow this process to proceed unhampered by 
extremists-in the arts or in politics-to 
guarantee that all sides are heard and to in
sure that informed judgments are ultimately 
made. As in all democratic processes, it is 
impossible to reach decisions that satisfy all 
of the people all of the time. I have not 
agreed with all N.E.A. decisions but believe 
its performance has been intelligent and 
sound. 

Media coverage of the endowment suggests 
that most funds go to controversial artists. 
Actually, the vast majority go to. small re
gional organizations throughout the country 
as well as to American institutions of inter
national standing. The endowment awards 
more than 4,200 grants from about 18,000 ap
plications received each year. 

We should do everything we can to prevent 
jeopardizing the integrity of the process 

under which the endowment should function. 
Nothing should undermine the ability to ful
fill its mission effectively. I am confident 
that President Bush will appoint a new lead
er who will build on the N.E.A's distin
guished traditions. Meanwhile, artists and 
audiences have an obligation to rise above 
the political fray and uphold the commit
ment to artistic creativity and to the endow
ment that preserves our national cultural 
pride. 

TROUBLING NEWS FROM 
NAGORNO-KARABAGH 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am deep
ly dismayed by the recent reports from 
Armenia and Azerbaijan. The with
drawal of the remaining Soviet troops 
from Nagorno-Karabagh apparently has 
helped to spark a new round of fighting 
between Armenians and Azerbaijanis, 
including a fierce and deadly battle in 
the town of Khojaly. As the troops pull 
out of the region, they are reportedly 
leaving behind stores of weapons, 
which many fear could be used by both 
sides to bring the violence to a new and 
terrifying level. 

Sadly, Armenia's attack on the Azer
baijani populated area of Khojaly 
began last week on February 25. In an 
ironic-and perhaps tragic-twist of 
fate, this date coincides with the third 
anniversary of the massacre at 
Sumgait, where more than 30 Arme
nians were killed by Azerbaijanis in 
1989. Both Armenia and Azerbaijan fear 
that the conflict could escalate even 
further after today's report that an Ar
menian helicopter carrying civilians 
was shot down by Azerbaijan. 

For the last 4 years, the region has 
been the site of untold suffering and 
bloodshed. The Armenian population of 
Nagorno-Karabagh-as well as the peo
ple of Armenia itself-have been sub
jected to an inhumane blockade by 
Azerbaijan. In recent months, Azer
baijan has reportedly attacked 
S tepanakert, N agorno-Karabagh 's cap
ital, with GRAD missiles, forcing much 
of the population to live underground. 

In January, I visited Armenia, and I 
was deeply moved by the accounts that 
I heard about the situation in Nagorno
Karabagh. I met with victims of the 
conflict with Azerbaijan-Armenian 
refugees from Baku-who had been 
forcibly removed from their homes in 
Azerbaijan. I experienced first-hand 
some of the effects of Azerl)aijan's 
blockade against Armenia, which has 
cut off food and fuel supplies, forcing 
black-outs and heat outages in 
Yerevan. I returned to Washington con
vinced that something more must be 
done to bring about a resolution to the 
conflict. I believe we must put the 
Nagorno-Karabagh issue on the U.S. 
administration's as well as the inter
national community's agenda, and I 
have taken several initiatives toward 
that goal. 

Shortly after my return to Washing
ton, I met with Baroness Cox, a mem-

ber of the British House of Lords. Bar
oness Cox brings a great deal of objec
tivity and compassion to the issue, and 
I was greatly moved by our discussion. 
Her reports of the suffering of the Ar
menian population in Nagorno
Karabagh are truly compelling, and I 
ask unanimous consent that an article 
on the subject by Lady Cox from the 
Washington Post of Sunday, March 1, 
be printed in the RECORD upon the con
clusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I must say 

that as an old friend of Armenia, I am 
deeply saddened by the reports coming 
from Nagorno-Karabagh in the past few 
days. I am particularly disturbed by 
the gruesome pictures of dozens of 
corpses-men, women and children
victims of what Azerbaijanis say was a 
massacre by Armenians. The Armenian 
Government has denied that Armenian 
militants killed 1000 people in the Az
erbaijani-populated town of Khojaly 
last week, but Azerbaijani officials and 
eye witnesses charge otherwise. 

Mr. President, the footage we have 
seen on the news this week raises seri
ous questions about what exactly oc
curred. The Azerbaijani town of 
Khojaly may in fact have been the 
staging area for attacks on Ar.µienians, 
but that does not in any way justify 
the indiscriminate killing of Azer
baijani civilians in retaliation. If that 
is indeed what happened, these actions 
must be strongly condemned. 

Mr. President, earlier this week, both 
Armenia and Azerbaijan became new 
members of the United Natioi;is. Last 
month, -both countries were admitted 
to the Commission on Security and Co
operation in Europe. Armenia and 
Azerbaijan must take seriously their 
membership in these organizations and 
accept the responsibilities-including 
adherence to human rights standards-
that go along with their membership. 

Indeed, both the United Nations and 
the CSCE are appropriate fora in which 
to address the Nagorno-Karabagh issue, 
and I believe that we must seize every 
appropriate opportunity to seek an end 
to the escalating conflict. In this re
gard, the Russian Foreign Ministry is 
reportedly sending a representative to 
the region to continue negotiations 
begun last fall by President Yeltsin. 
The Russians understand well that the 
Transcaucasian conflict has grave im
plications for the entire region. I be
lieve that the United States must do 
what it can to support these and other 
efforts aimed at ending the bloodshed. 

[From the Washington Post, Mar. l, 1992] 
FIGHTING IN THE CAUCASUS: SAVING " EDEN" 

FROM ITSELF 

(By Caroline Cox) 
Nagorno-Karabakh, a land of rugged moun

tains and wild beauty, should be a contem
porary Garden of Eden, Instead it is man
made hell, besieged and bombarded with a 
daily toll of casualties and death. 
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This beautiful enclave in the 

Transcaucasian region of the former Soviet 
Union is inhabited by about 200,000 people
about 80 percent of them Christian Arme
nians and 20 percent Muslim Azerbaijanis. 
Despite the majority Armenian population, 
Azerbaijan, whose territory surrounds 
Karabakh, was given control of the area by 
Stalin nearly 70 years ago. The historic cul
tures of the two peoples are enshrined in 
monasteries, churches and mosques, many of 
which were destroyed or desecrated during 
the communist era. Those which remain are 
now being destroyed in the bitter new con-
flict. , 

The peoples of the enclave coexisted in rel
ative peace throughout the Soviet period, 
but violence erupted four years ago when Ar
menian leaders in Karabakh demanded re
union with Armenia, which Armenia sup
ported and Azerbaijan opposed. There have 
been numerous changes in the political situ
ation of the enclave since then, culminating 
last year with a referendum on independence 
from Azerbaijan, which easily carried and 
was promptly rejected by the Azerbaijanis. 
Repeated calls for a political settlement and 
pledges to negotiate have gone virtually no
where. 

Meanwhile, fighting has continued between 
Armenian militia and relatively well
equipped Azerbaijani forces. It is estimated 
that about 1,000 have died in the four years 
of skirmishes and battles, the most pro
tracted ethnic violence in the former Soviet 
Union. 

Repeated attempts by outsiders to mediate 
the dispute have failed. Just last week, a me
diation trip by Ali .A..khbar Velayati, foreign 
minister of neighboring Iran, apparently 
foundered after fighting escalated around 
Stepanakert, the regional capital. The mili
tary power on both sides seems to be escalat
ing as well: Azerbaijanis have used devastat
ing "Grad" rocket batteries that can fire 40 
missiles in a volley; Armenians reportedly 
used attack helicopters for the first time 
last week. In a sign of the worsening situa
tion, the commander of the armed forces of 
the Commonwealth of Independent States 
(CIS) has ordered military detachments in 
Karabakh to withdraw to avoid being drawn 
into open combat. 

The suffering of civilians in this remote re
gion is of world concern. Despite the difficul
ties of getting into Karabakh, I have been 
there five times since last May, most re
cently in January. What I saw dismayed me. 

Conditions in Stepanakert were appalling. 
The hospital and maternity unit have been 
shelled. Babies are born in the basement be
neath the Town Hall. Many are premature 
and many mothers have inadequate milk, 
but there are no supplies of baby formula. 
Electricity has been cut off by the 
Azerbaijanis, so there is no heat or light. 
Supplies of candles are running out. Running 
water has been cut off, causing sever sanita
tion problems and forcing people to queue for 
hours to fill buckets with potable water. As 
spring comes and the temperature rises , 
there will be the risk of epidemic. Because of 
constant sniping and shelling, women and 
children live underground in dark, unheated , 
unventilated cellars and basements. While I 
was in Stepanakert, 53 rockets fell on the 
city in one night. 

In many villages the situation is as bad. 
Crops could not be harvested because of the 
constant gunfire; livestock have been stolen. 
In one village, Khramot, nine civilians were 
killed and 33 houses damaged or destroyed in 
an Azerbaijani attack. Two other residents 
were found later, dead of exposure in t he 
woods where they had fled. 

There is urgent need for a ceasefire and 
substantial humanitarian aid. An Azer
baijani blockade has prevented desperately 
needed food, fuel and medicine from reaching 
most of Karabakh's people. Although Azer
baijan'! President Ayaz Mutalibov agreed last 
September with the presidents of Russia, 
Kazakhstan and Armenia that the blockade 
would be lifted, hostages released and efforts 
made to achieve a ceasefire, none of this has 
occurred. 

The Conference on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe (CSCE) meeting in Prague 
earlier this year agreed to send an urgent 
fact-finding mission to the region. However, 
the escalating warfare has stalled this effort. 
Meanwhile, Mutalibov has publicly declared 
he will be "merciless." Whatever its recent 
gains, there is little reason to think that the 
relatively small and ill-equipped Armenian 
self-defense force can ultimately prevail 
against such larger Azerbaijani forces. 

Every effort must be made to forestall wid
ening military conflict. International ob
servers, humanitarian aid and pressure on 
both sides to desist from military escalation 
are all urgently needed. 

A United Nations peacekeeping force could 
play an invaluable role. Unfortunately, a 
spokesman for Mutalibov recently told a 
CSCE hearing in Washington that 
Mul talibov will not agree to this, asserting 
that Azerbaijan can settle the matter "inter
nally." The United States and the world 
community must encourage Multalibov to 
moderate this declaration, especially as 
Azerbaijan is currently seeking membership 
in various international bodies. 

Although Secretary of State James A. 
Baker ill, during his recent trip to the 
former Soviet Union, received Azerbaijani 
assurances that they will seek peace in 
Karabakh, the United States could still use 
its influence in many ways: 

Washington could urge the CSCE to send a 
new delegation as soon as possible to the two 
sides as a deterrent to military escalation. 

Bills recently introduced in both houses of 
Congress could send powerful signals that 
military " solutions," are not acceptable and 
that continued use of force will prompt un
sympathetic responses to requests for eco
nomic aid. 

Support could be offered to Russian Presi
dent Boris Yeltsin to encourage him to per
suade Multalibov to honor commitments he 
made in the communique of last September. 

With a ceasefire, humanitarian aid could 
be airlifted into the region. Such a Western 
airlift to other parts of the former Soviet 
Union has brought a sense of reassurance to 
the outlying regions that the West is eager 
to assuage the hardships of the new era. 

Azerbaijan should be required to allow free 
access to all communities in Karabakh and 
to allow human rights groups to visit pris
oners and check on the conditions of their 
imprisonment, especially in view of disturb
ing reports of brutal maltreatment of 
Armeanians in Azerbaijan prisons. 

Karabakh is a flashpoint that could ignite 
into a major conflagration. Finding peaceful 
solutions to this ethnic strife would not only 
prevent incalculable suffering but also serve 
as valuable precedents for numerous other 
danger points throughout the world. 

IN HONOR OF SENATOR S.I. 
HAYAKAWA 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, last 
week the country lost one of its most 
valued thinkers of recent years. 

Former Senator S.I. Hayakawa was in
deed a controversial figure in the polit
ical realm. Having known the Senator 
during his tenure here, however, I do 
believe that this label hardly bothered 
him in the least. Rather, I think he 
thrived on it. I rise today to ask this 
body to remember a man who had the 
strength of character to fight unabash
edly for what he believed in and for 
what he felt in his heart was in the 
best interest of our Nation. 

Senator Hayakawa is probably best 
remembered for an understanding of se
mantics which was, I daresay, beyond 
the match of most of his colleagues. He 
was a tremendous scholar in the realm 
of linguistics, publishing nine text
books in the area. Yet despite his fas
cination with the nuances of the lan
guages of the world, Senator Hayakawa 
insisted that English become the offi
cial language of the United States and 
that those who come here learn to 
speak it. One would not expect the son 
of native Japanese parents to take this 
position, let alone to fight so doggedly 
for it. But what Senator Hayakawa 
valued most in the world, Mr. Presi
dent, was this Nation avoid at all costs 
the violence and, in some cases, blood
shed that plagues countries divided by 
their languages. He was well-aware of 
the often devastating consequences of 
attempting to operate a country in two 
or more languages: tongues are easily 
more forceful than guns, Mr. President. 
The United Nations can function be
yond the barriers of language but I 
know of few other organizations that 
have fared so well. 

While Senator Hayakawa may not 
have won the votes of all of his col
leagues in support of the issues he ad
vocated, he most certainly won their 
respect. Despite his often controversial 
stances, Senator Hayakawa challenged 
each one of us to consider deeply in our 
hearts what it means to be an Amer
ican. For this and for the fiery spirit 
which those of us who knew S.I. Haya
kawa remember him by, I extend my 
heartfelt sorrow that he is gone. We 
will do well to ·remember the issues for 
which he fought. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pe
riod for morning business is now 
closed. 

PUBLIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
ACT OF 1991 

MOTION TO PROCEED 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the motion to proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 2 
hours remaining on the motion to pro
ceed to the consideration of S. 1504, 
with 10 minutes under the control of 
the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] 
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and 110 minutes under the control of 
the Republican leader or his desigrtee. 
Who seeks recognition? 

Mr. LIEBERMAN addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN]. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President I 
ask unanimous consent that I be al
lowed to proceed as if in morning busi
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICE;R.. Is there 
objection? Without objection, the Sen
ator is recognized as if in morning 
business for up to 5 minutes. 

(Mr. AKAKA assumed the chair.) 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

thank the Chair and I thank my distin
guished colleague from Hawaii. 

THE ANNIVERSARY OF THE GULF 
WAR CEASE-FIRE AND THE NEED 
TO SET A NEW DEADLINE FOR 
SADDAM HUSSEIN 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, it 

was 1 year ago last Friday that Amer
ican and allied forces ceased their fire 
on the army of Saddam Hussein, and 
the end of Operation Desert Storm was 
proclaimed. It w~s-and remains-a 
tremendous moment in our Nation's 
history, a genuine and worthy cause 
for pride. 

Of course, there are revisionists who 
denigrate the war and the heroic ac
complishments of those who waged it. 
And the deep troubles of our economy 
may obscure, for the moment, the 
war's true meaning. But had Desert 
Storm not been unleashed against the 
forces of Saddam Hussein in the gulf, 
there is no doubt in my mind that our 
recession would be much worse, and 
the world would be dealing with a dic
tator in Iraq who had at his grasp the 
capacity to wage nuclear war. Because 
Desert Storm did occur, we are a safer 
world, thanks to the courage of those 
who fought in it, especially those who 
fought and died. 

Yet our euphoria is tempered on the 
occasion of this anniversary because 
we know that the work of Desert 
Storm will not actually be completed 
until we achieve total victory over 
Saddam Hussein himself. In consider
ing the sacrifice of those who died, we 
are reminded of Lincoln's words at Get
tysburg: "It is for us, the living, rather 
to be dedicated there to the unfinished 
work which they who fought here have 
thus far so nobly advanced." 

The unfinished work is represented 
by the person of Saddam himself. His 
power has been tremendously cut by 
our bombs and rockets and tanks and 
gunfire, and by the embargo that con
tinues to deprive him of many goods 
and much money. But if we abandon 
our determination to achieve total vic
tory over Saddam, if we neglect the un
finished work of the gulf war, we will 
allow him to reinvigorate his canacity 

to wage war-a capacity which he will, 
no doubt, exercise at the appropriate 
time .to fulfill his dreams of conquest. 

To those who doubt that Saddam 
should be dealt with now, consider this: 

Iraqi officials this week said the lives 
of U.N. inspectors may be in danger 
from angry Iraqis. We all know that 
any attacks against U.N. inspectors 
would only result from direct orders 
from Saddam Hussein himself. We must 
view the words of the Iraqi officials in 
that light-not as a friendly warning, 
but an ominous threat from the dic
tator's lips. 

United National inspectors report 
that up to 20,000 people were involved 
in Saddam's nuclear weapons pro
grams--20,000 people who are still in 
Iraq. At the right time-namely, the 
minute our grip on Iraq is loosened, 
Saddam will issue a back-to-work 
order, and they will surely resume the 
deadly task in which they had been so 
successfully engaged. Already, he has 
reportedly reinstated his son-in-law
Gen. Hussein Kamel al-Majid-as head 
of Iraq's arms and oil industries. He is 
the same man responsible for Iraq's se
cret campaign to develop a long-range 
nuclear and chemical weapons capabil
ity. Make no mistake: If we leave Iraq 
alone, it will create a nuclear bomb. 
And if Saddam has the bomb he will 
use it. 

U.N. human rights official Max Van 
der Stoel recently charged the Iraqi re
gime with having the worst human 
rights violations since World War II. 
New evidence give credence to accusa
tions that Saddam was engaged in the 
wholesale slaughter of Kurdish civil
ians in the alter 1980's. And fears are 
widespread and well-founded that Sad
dam will not hesitate to resume the 
slaughter-against Kurds and Shiites 
and others-once we look the other 
way. Today, in fact, Iraq's brutal de
fense minister, Ali Hassan al-Majeed, 
who masterminded attacks on the 
Kurds in the 1980's, is stepping up an 
attack on dissent within Iraq, and has 
told the army to be alert against what 
he called foreign lackeys. 

Saddam has refused to allow outside 
agencies to relieve the suffering of the 
truly innocent Iraqi people-especially 
the children, who have paid a terrible 
price for Saddam's intransigence. 
Iraqi's propaganda machine churns out 
stories about the plight of Iraqis, ig
noring the fact that Saddam is believed 
to control billions of dollars hidden 
around the world-funds that he uses 
to keep his clique well fed and in 
power. 

Saddam has balked at complying 
with the U.N. resolutions that call for 
the destruction of his weapons of mass 
destruction. Iraqi officials have said 
they do not want to cooperate unless 
the United Nations relaxes its embar
go, and they claim they are not obli
gated to destroy their ballistic missile 
factories. The Security Council is now 

awaiting the arrival of ah Iraqi delega
tion led by Tariq Aziz on March 11 to 
determine whether Iraq will comply 
with these crucial resolutions. But it is 
fair to say that, thus far, Saddam has 
displayed the same kind of arrogant 
disregard for the rule of law that led 
Iraq to invade Kuwait 18 months ago. 

Saddam has thumbed his nose at U.N. 
resolutions calling for the return of all 
prisoners of war and confiscated mili
tary equipment. More than 1,000 Ku
waiti men and women are missing-and · 
believed to be in the hands of Iraqi cap
tors. Needless to say, last week's 1 year 
anniversary brought little joy to the 
families of those missing Kuwaitis. In
deed, Kuwait's ambassador sent us a 
message last week, in which he said 
celebration of Kuwait's liberation was 
suspended out of concern for that na
tion's POW's. And Saddam still holds 
the keys to more than 200 British tanks 
his troops removed from Kuwait, and 
150 advanced Hawk missile systems, 
which could be deployed against Amer
ican planes. 

In short, we have no sign-no sign 
whatsoever-that Saddam has changed, 
has repented, has learned any lessons 
in the year since the gulf war hos
tilities came to an end. Just look at 
the recent newsletter from the Iraqi 
defense ministry, which loudly pro
claims Saddam's military genius in 
leading what they still call the Mother 
of Battles. Saddam himself had re
cently said of the Shiite opponents of 
his regime, "I want the doors to be 
opened and * * * machine guns to 
emerge from them to chop off their 
treasonous heads." We cannot reward 
the obstinacy of his evil with any less
ening of effort to remove him. As 
Franklin Roosevelt said to Hitler, "No 
man can tame a tiger into a kitten by 
stroking it. There can be no appease
ment with ruthlessness. There can be 
no reasoning with an incendiary bomb" 

There can, in fact, be no final end to 
what Saddam has wrought since Au
gust 2, 1990, until Saddam himself is 
gone from power. 

Last year, as the cease-fire took 
hold, and as Kurdish and Shiite revolts 
began, we missed opportunities to fur
ther weaken-and possibly eliminate
Saddam Hussein. We missed opportuni
ties-but we have not lost them alto
gether. That is why I believe we should 
take action through the United Na
tions as follows: 

First, no easing of sanctions while 
Saddam rules. The Security Council 
should firmly reject Iraq's proposal to 
negotiate a phase-out of sanctions in 
exchange for a promise to destroy 
weapons of mass destruction. No deals 
with this devil. Keep the sanctions on. 

Second, to give the sanctions more 
bite, U.N. inspections of traffic be
tween Jordan and Iraq should be estab
lished. It is believed that the gates of 
trade between these nations have been 
opened wide. A crackdown will hurt 
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Saddam where it counts. Saddam's own 
embargo of the Kurds within Iraq is 
tighter than the U.N. embargo of his 
regime. I urge the President to make 
the embargo a top priority in his up
coming talks with Jordan's King Hus
sein. 

The sanctions can also be supple
mented by seizure of up to $5 billion in 
frozen Iraqi assets, a move now being 
considered by the Security Council. We 
should also accelerate our search for 
additional, hidden assets around the 
globe. 

Third, because we know that Saddam 
is capable of brutal human rights 
abuses against innocent Iraqi people
U .N. human rights inspectors should be 
stationed throughout Iraq, especially 
in Kurdish and Shiite territories to 
monitor the behavior of Saddam's re
gime. Their right to travel where they 
need to should be backed up by the 
military. 

Fourth, American support of Iraqi 
opponents to Saddam-Kurdish, Shiite 
and Sunni-should be expanded at both 
the official and covert levels. We can 
look to the thousands of Iraqi soldiers 
who refuse to return to Iraq for signs of 
a nascent anti-Saddam force. There are 
also elections coming up in the Kurdish 
region that we should encourage and 
protect. We must make clear our will
ingness to support all serious dissident 
groups in their efforts to undermine 
Saddam's dictatorial regime. · 

Fifth, consideration should be given 
to granting recognition to a provi
sional government, comprised of Kurds, 
Shiites and Sunnis, and protecting that 
government's existence in areas of Iraq 
outside of Saddam's control. It is un
clear at this date whether the various 
opposition groups can find common 
ground, but we should give them every 
opportunity to do so, and demonstrate 
that we are prepared to flood such a 
new regime with diplomatic, moral and 
material support. Saddam's outlaw re
gime deserves no measure of respect or 
recognition from the civilized world. 

Sixth, we must do all we can to cov
ertly assist any significant effort to 
topple Saddam Hussein from within. 
That might include equipping Kurds 
with weapons with which to protect 
themselves against Saddam's forces. 
The more we can strengthen the Sad
dam-free zones of Iraq, the easier we 
can weaken Saddam himself. And we 
should lend whatever high-tech support 
we can-satellite phones, fax machines, 
night vision equipment-to allow Iraqi 
dissidents within territory Saddam 
controls to survive and flourish. 

Seventh, because Saddam Hussein 
understands nothing less than the use 
of force, we should give him a new 
deadline. He routinely forces the Unit
ed Nations to give him deadlines for 
compliance with specific requests, such 
as last Friday's deadline in connection 
with the destruction of Scud fac
tories-a deadline Saddam ignored. I 

believe the time may be right to put all 
our specific demands into one overall 
ultimatum: a date certain by which he 
must provide immediate, broad, and 
complete compliance with every U .N. 
resolution, or face the prospect of air 
attacks again. Saddam knows our mas
tery of Iraqi airspace is complete, and 
he knows many of his forces are ex
posed, and far away from civilian sec
tors. 

Eighth, in setting such a date, it 
must be clear that we have the power 
and the willingness . to act if Saddam 
does not back down. We can begin by 
sending more air power to the region, 
to back up our words with the capacity 
for action. 

Ninth, we can then improve our in
spection and destruction of Saddam's 
chemical, biological, nuclear, and bal
listic missile capabilities. In view of 
the resistance they have experienced 
whenever they get close to new and 
dangerous sites, U .N. inspectors should 
have heavily armed escorts when nec
essary. 

Tenth, American surveillance flights 
over Iraq should be supplemented by 
flights of combat aircraft as a vivid re
minder to Saddam that we are fully ca
pable of keeping him in check-and a 
reminder to Saddam's opponents with
in Iraq that we mean business. 

Eleven th, we should make clear to 
Saddam, in no uncertain. terms, that if 
any major offensive occurs against 
Kurdish or Shiite populations, we will 
strike, hitting his helicopters and his 
tanks from above, which he knows we 
can do so well. Any military offensive 
Saddam launches against his people 
should also be met with full-scale elec
tronic warfare, inhibiting his ability to 
control his forces. 

Twelfth, efforts to try Saddam Hus
sein and his henchmen for war crimes 
should be revived. The European Com
munity called for such action after the 
gulf war, and this body went on record 
in support of war-crimes trials. The 
evidence of Saddam's crimes against 
humanity is enormous, and any failure 
to pursue him as the international 
criminal he is only dilutes the force of 
international morality,. which was at 
the heart of the gulf war itself. Some 
might argue that war-crime trials are 
merely symbolic without Saddam in 
the dock, but symbols are important in 
matters such as this. We must not let 
the world forget what a monster we are 
dealing with. 

The path I have outlined is not neat; 
it is not easy. It is not a path without 
risks. But, I would argue, it is far 
riskier to do nothing. As FDR said 
more than 50 years ago, "normal prac
tices of diplomacy are of no possible 
use in dealing with international out
laws." 

Mr. President, while we observe this 
first anniversary of the gulf war with 
quiet pride and honest recognition of 
the unfinished work before us, Saddam 

Hussein observes it with martial music 
and perverted celebration of his vic
tory. Let us here dedicate ourselves as 
Lincoln said, to the "unfinished work 
so nobly advanced" by those who 
fought the gulf war, so that on the oc
casion of the second anniversary of 
Desert Storm, next year, we might join 
with the liberated peoples of Iraq in a 
shared celebration of freedom, as we 
embark on a common course toward 
peace in the Persian Gulf and through
out the world. 

PUBLIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
ACT OF 1991 

MOTION TO PROCEED 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the motion to proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Hawaii is recognized. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, we have 
already voted for cloture to move to 
this bill by an overwhelming majority. 

Only seven Senators voted not to in
voke cloture, so the question of wheth
er to move forward for this bill is not 
really at issue. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to address a few issues raised by my 
colleagues from the Republican side of 
the aisle. 

The attack by some Members on pub
lic broadcasting and its children's pro
gramming and producers is a mish
mash of misstatements and malice. 

First, almost all of the Members who 
have raised problems with public 
broadcasting have stated that they do 
not have concerns about their local 
stations. 

The problems, according to these 
Senators, stem from the national orga
nizations, national public radio, and 
the Public Broadcasting System. 

These comments reflect a fundamen
tal misunderstanding of how public 
broadcasting works. NPR and PBS are 
membership organizations, and their 
members are the stations. 

NPR and PBS do not control the sta
tions in any way. In fact, the stations 
are the ones who control PBS and NPR. 

PBS receives 71.4 percent of its total 
funding from local stations, and only 
15.7 percent from the CPB. 

In addition, of the 35 members of the 
PBS Board, 28 are station representa
tives, 6 are lay members and 1 is the 
president of PBS. 

Similarly, 63 percent of NPR's fund
ing comes from local stations and less 
than 2 percent of its funding comes 
from the CPB. 

The 17-member board consists of 10 
station representatives, 6 lay rep
resentatives and the president of NPR. 
Thus, if members have a problem with 
PBS and NPR, they have a problem 
with their stations. 

These organizations are accountable 
to the stations that support them; if 
NPR and PBS do not follow the sta
tions' wishes, the stations would not 
fund them. 
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On the issue of children's program

ming, it is asserted that the Disney 
channel outspends public television 2 
to 1-$120 to S56 million-as evidence 
that there is no longer a need for pub
lic television's children's programs. 

This argument ignores two facts. 
First, the goal of public television's 
programming is education, not enter
tainment. 

The programs broadcast by Disney 
and other commercial programmers for 
younger children do not have the same 
educational value as public broadcast
ing. 

Put simply, "The New Mickey Mouse 
Club" or "Masters of the Universe" 
cannot be compared w:l th "Sesame 
Street" or "Mister Rogers." 

Second, the Disney channel is avail
able to those individuals who are will
ing and able to pay for it. Pubic tele
vision is accessible to all Americans 
with television sets-free of charge. 

Cable only serves 61 percent of Amer
icans and Disney channel is only avail
able in 6 percent of American homes, 
while public broadcasting serves 98 per
cent of all Americans. 

It is also implied that "Sesame 
Street" licensing brings Children's Tel
evision Workshop [CTW] "gross reve
nues of over a billion dollars a year." 
This is simply untrue. 

For-profit companies which license 
"Sesame Street" products do generate 
hundreds of millions in retail sales 
each year, and earn profits, and pay 
taxes just like any other for-profit 
companies. 

But those companies-not CTW-earn 
those gross revenues. 

CTW receives about $30 million in 
royalties on sales of "Sesame Street" 
products. 

CTW uses all this income to pay the 
costs of delivering "Sesame Street" 
and its educational curriculum each 
year. "Sesame Street" has not received 
direct Federal funding since 1982. 

Before that the U.S. Department of 
Education provided approximately $30 
million per year for "Sesame Street." 
So far "Sesame Street" has graduated 
more than 50 million American chil
dren. 

The cost, therefore, is less than 75 
cents per graduate. That is a bargain 
even the opposition should like. 

It is . claimed that CTW earns profits 
of "approximately $100 million each 
year, with $40 million alone from Ses
ame Street magazine." 

CTW's gross income comes near those 
figures, but net income, if any, is very 
small. In fiscal year 1991, Children's 
Television Workshop enjoyed a surplus 
of $5 million; it expects an operating 
loss of $2 million in fiscal year 1992. 

Finally, it is suggested that Chil
dren's Television Workshop uses a tax
payer subsidy to produce commercial 
television. 

Commercial television programs are 
produced by Children's Television 

Workshop's for-profit subsidiary, Dis
tinguished Productions, Inc. 

This subsidiary is set up for that pur
pose and receives no federal funds. 

We should be proud of the fact that 
CTW is moving toward financial self
support, and ending the dependence of 
"Sesame Street" and other programs 
on Federal grants. I cannot believe 
that any Member would contend that 
CTW should not raise funds to offset 
the need for Federal support. 

I could go on at great length detail
ing the misinformation contained in 
some of the statements that we have 
heard in the last 2 days, but I do not 
want to take up any more time. 

It is time now to get on to the legis
lation itself. I urge all of my colleagues 
to vote to let the Senate proceed to S. 
1504. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re

publican leader is recognized. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as I under

stand under the agreement we have 2 
hours more on the motion to proceed, 
and then we go to the bill at 2 p.m.? 

Mr. INOUYE. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. DOLE. Unless there is some ob

jection on that side-it would be ac
ceptable to us-is it agreeable to you
if we just had a period for morning 
business until 2 p.m. for any Senator to 
speak on anything, if that was all right 
with the majority leader? Then we 
could start on the bill at 2 p.m. We 
would not change the agreement. 

Mr. INOUYE. I have been .advised 
that there is no objection on our side, 
as long as we proceed to the bill at 2 
p.m. 

Mr. DOLE. Somebody could speak on 
the bill between now and 2 p.m., but it 
would not be excluding anything else. 
Is that satisfactory on that side? 

Mr. INOUYE. It is satisfactory to me. 

THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I listened 

with interest to the distinguished ma
jority leader this morning as he dis
cussed the efforts on his side of the 
aisle to deal with America's economic 
tough times. I listened, too, with some 
compassion because I recognize that in 
his responsibilities as his party's leader 
in this body he is doing all he can to 
put the best spin on the Democrats' 
new tax package. No doubt about it, 
that is a tough sell, and despite his 
good efforts, the bottom line on the 
Democrats' new tax package is this: It 
is not a package of tax cuts, it is a 
package of tax increases. And slowly 
but surely, the same old liberal answer 
to every economic challenge is busting 
out of the closet: raise taxes, raise the 
deficit, raise spending, and then raise 
your criticism of the President as a 
way to shift the focus away from their 
tired old big tax and spend policy, and 
the big Government agenda of the 
Democrats. 

As we witnessed in the Senate Fi
nance Committee yesterday, our col
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
are determined to continue waging 
their phony class warfare campaign. 
They are all for the middle class, they 
never stop telling the media, a slogan 
that rings more than a little hollow 
coming from the party that voted 
against every tax cut Ronald Reagan 
sent to Capitol Hill for 8 years. 

Unfortunately, it is a war where no
body wins, and every taxpayer loses. It 
is the kind of election year offensive 
that has even been rejected by the 
Democrats' own Presidential front
runner, Paul Tsongas. 

This week, I received a letter from a 
Kansas middle-class family in Kansas 
City that I cited in the Finance Com
mittee yesterday, but I will quote from 
it again because I think it speaks for a 
lot of folks in America-not just in the 
Midwest but all across America. Ste
phen and Margaret Wolford wrote to 
me and said that they are tired of 
worthless lip service about how [their] 
hardships are of the utmost concern of 
our State and Federal Governments. 
And they are especially sick and tired 
of the asinine partisan politics that, 
for all intents and purposes, paralyzes 
elected officials from doing anything 
about the crises this Nation faces. 

No doubt about it, this is a message 
of common sense from mainstream 
America. So, as far as I can tell, Amer
icans are not demanding that Congress 
should raise their taxes; they know 
that when Congress taxes someone 
today they will be back taxing some
one else tomorrow. 

The good news is, President Bush has 
a plan. It is a pro-growth and pro-jobs 
package of incentives designed to stim
ulate investment and opportunity. It is 
a seven-point program that can be en
acted today, or at least by March 20, 
the deadline President Bush challenged 
Congress to meet in his State of the 
Union Address. 

So take a look at the plan. Here it is. 
It is right behind me. 

It is here, it has been here the past 
several weeks, and I am confident most 
people recognize a healthy real estate 
economy will improve the condition of 
our financial institutions as well as the 
overall economy. 

We have a $5,000 tax credit that the 
President has proposed. It has been on 
the table for some time. We can all 
agree that home ownership, a dream of 
all Americans, should be encouraged. 

Just go down the line, down the list, 
and take an honest and fair look at the 
seven proposals. In my view long-term 
growth will be better served by the 
President's package. It may mean that 
his proposal needs some modifications, 
but his proposals will not put our Na
tion's security at risk, it does not bust 
the budget, and it does not-I underline 
does not-raise taxes. 

We have a real opportunity to make 
a difference. Let us prove to the Amer-
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ican people that Congress can act, even 
in an election year. 

We have only 16 days remaining until 
the President's deadline for enacting a 
responsible growth package to get this 
done. When the deadline hits zero and 
zero is all we have to show for it, zero 
is what the American people have 
every right to think about us. 

If we cannot come to an agreement, 
if we do all we can, if we really try, and 
try, and try to get an agreement, and 
cannot come to an agreement, then I 
think I will fall back on the Washing
ton Post plan, in an editorial they had 
in their February 24 edition. It is a 
good editorial. They said in effect the 
best economic cure-all for America 
right now would be to kill all the tax 
bills. It is probably better we leave 
things alone, they suggest, rather than 
making them worse. 

So if we cannot get a growth pack
age, if we cannot do something without 
raising taxes, and raising taxes, and 
raising taxes-$57 million worth of tax 
increases in the Democratic bill, $57 
million in tax increases. Those who 
vote for it are going to have to explain 
those tax increases. And they say only 
the rich, only the rich. That is today, 
whoever the rich may be today, but 
who is it going to be tomorrow? Is it 
going to help the middle class? Is it 
going to stimulate the economy? 

It does not create one job that this 
Senator can ·recognize. In fact, I raised 
that question in the Senate Finance 
Committee yesterday and nobody chal
lenged it. It does not create one job. 
And $57 million in tax increases. 

So if everything else fails, as Alan 
Greenspan has suggested, as the Wash
ington Post and other editorial writers 
have suggested, let us not make it 
worse, let us not add to the deficit, let 
us not raise taxes. If we see signs there 
might be a recovery starting, and the 
worst thing Congress can do is to kill 
it. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? 
HERE'S TODAY'S BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Fed
eral debt run up by Congress stood at 
$3,838,084,806,315.62, as of the close of 
business on Monday, March 2, 1992. 

As anybody familiar with the U.S. 
Constitution knows, no President can 
spend a dime that has not first been 
authorized and appropriated by the 
Congress of the United States. 

During the past fiscal year, it cost 
the American taxpayers $286,022.000,000 

just to pay the interest on spending ap
proved by Congress-over and above 
what the Federal Government col
lected in taxes and other income. Aver
aged out, this amounts to $5.5 billion 
every week. 

What would America be like today if 
there had been a Congress that had the 
courage and the integrity to operate on 
a balanced budget? 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab

sence of a quorum is suggested. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PUBLIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
ACT OF 1991 

MOTION TO PROCEED 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the motion. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, in re
cent weeks we have had repeated re
quests for prompt action by the Sen
ate, and we have attempted to move 
forward as best we can within the con
strain ts of the Senate rules. We had 
hoped to proceed to the bill on the Cor
poration for Public Broadcasting on 
yesterday but were required to go 
through a cloture vote on a motion to 
proceed that is, a vote to terminate de
bate. Eighty-seven Senators voted for 
cloture, to terminate the debate to per
mit us to proceed. 

We had hoped to get to the bill yes
terday after that vote but were not 
permitted to do so. And we were re
quested to set up 120 minutes for de
bate today on the bill-that is, 2 
hours-with 10 minutes by the manager 
of the bill, Senator INOUYE, and 110 
minutes by our Republican colleagues. 

But as of now the only person who 
has been here prepared to and has spo
ken on the subject has been Senator 
INOUYE, and we had no Senators 
present on the other side to use that 
time. 

Let me say I do not want to cut any 
Senator off who wishes to address the 
subject. But if no Senator is willing to 
address the subject, I think we can bet
ter comply with the request for prompt 
action in the Senate on the matters be
fore us by going to the bill now, or in 
the absence of any Senator wishing to 
use the time that has been allotted for 
that purpose. 

In addition, in public statements 
made yesterday, one or more Senators 
have stated an intention to offer the 
President's crime bill as an amend
ment to this bill and to other bills that 
will come forward. 

We welcome a debate on crime legis
lation. And there is pending, as all of 

my colleagues know, the conference re
port on a crime bill passed last year, 
the crime bill which we think is a very 
strong, effective measure which most 
of the major police organizations in the 
country support. It has passed the 
House, and passed the Senate. Now the 
conference report has passed the House 
and is pending the action in the Sen
ate. 

A Republican filibuster prevented us 
from getting to that bill last year. I am 
prepared to proceed to that measure 
which, as I understand it, is privileged, 
may be presented at any time, and does 
not require unanimous consent. 

I have asked the Republican leader 
for his suggestions on how best to pro
ceed. I emphasize that I do not wish 
to-never have and never will-cut off 
any Senator's right to address any sub
ject. But on the other hand, if asked to 
allocate 2 hours of debate and nobody 
shows up to debate the subject, it 
seems to me it would be largely a 
waste of time and really a delay get
ting to the legislation. 

So the distinguished Republican lead
er and I have discussed this privately, 
and I thought I would inquire of him 
now as to whether or not he is in a po
sition to permit us to proceed to the 
bill now or whether we will have to 
wait until 2 o'clock as under the pre
vious order, and also for any comments 
or suggestions he would wish to make 
on the other subjects that I raised. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, if the ma
jority leader will yield, of course I do 
not think there is any effort on this 
side of the aisle to amass a big vote on 
the cloture motion on the motion to 
proceed. I think we are prepared to go 
to the motion to proceed. We wanted 
some time on the motion to proceed to 
discuss some aspects of the bill and 
some amendments that we will offer. 

There will be germane amendments 
offered to the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting bill. 

I think one problem is that some of 
our colleagues on this side who would 
be up here speaking have a weekly 
luncheon on Wednesday that starts at 
12:30. Most of them will not be avail
able until around 2 o'clock. So I say I 
would not be in a position at this time 
to accede to any request to go to the 
bill, but we will .go to the bill at 2 
o'clock. 

I think the distinguished manager on 
the Democratic side has indicated 
there are some amendments that can 
be accepted, and I think he also would 
offer a substitute. 

So we are prepared to move ahead. 
We have amendments. 

I think it is also fair to say that 
there may be, as the majority leader 
indicated, some amendments that may 
not be germane to the bill that might 
be offered. 

Insofar as the conference report, it is 
a privileged matter; the majority lead
er can move to that at any time. That 
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would be a decision made by the major
ity leader. But my present understand
ing is that certainly we have amend
ments-some of us have amendments, 
germane to the bill. We would like to 
work out those amendments. There 
may be others who have other amend
ments that may not be germane. 

That is about all the information I 
can give the majority leader at this 
time. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I be
lieve that it is not only appropriate but 
desirable that there be a debate and 
voting on the crime measure. I would 
prefer that be done in an orderly and 
planned way, with notice to all, as to 
the way and under what circumstances 
we are going to proceed, so that those 
Senators most directly involved can 
adjust their schedules. 

What I suggest now, then, is since we 
cannot get permission to proceed to 
the pending bill, and since there is no 
one who is present to debate it, al
though time is requested for that pur
pose-I understand it is stated by the 
distinguished Republican leader that 
we get consent to go to the bill at 2 
o'clock which would render unneces
sary a vote on the motion to proceed, 
and that prior to 2 o'clock the distin
guished Republican leader and I meet 
and discuss what the status is of our 
colleagues' intentions with respect to 
the time limitation. 

My preference, and I know the pref
erence of the distinguished Senator 
from Hawaii, would be to complete ac
tion on this bill, which is an important 
bill. I recognize there are honest dif
ferences of opinion on it. I think the 
Senate ought to have a chance to de
bate those differences and vote on 
them, and amendments to them. 

But if there is to be an effort to at
tach a crime bill to this, I would appre
ciate knowing that, and then I think I 
would exercise the authority which I 
have; and, that is, just to proceed to 
the conference report and let us have a 
debate on the crime bill in that man
ner, in a way that time is set so Sen
ators can adjust their schedules ac
cordingly. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MITCHELL. So, unless the dis

tinguished Republican leader has any
thing further, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of S. 1504 
at 2 p.m. today, and that the motion to 
proceed be withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL 2 P.M. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, in 

view of the circumstances that exist, 
which are that we were requested to 
have a period for debate on this motion 

to proceed today, but no one has 
showed up to debate it, and we still 
cannot get to the bill, I have no alter
native but to ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate now stand in recess 
until the hour of 2 p.m. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 12:50 p.m., recessed until 2 p.m.; 
whereupon, the Senate reassembled 
when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer [Mr. SANFORD]. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Broadcasting bill. But, under the cir
cumstances, in view of the publicly ex
pressed desire on the part of our Re
publican colleagues, it seems to me 
that the most direct and straight
forward way for us to proceed is to go 
to the conference report on the crime 
bill. This is comprehensive legislation, 
which has been enacted by the House of 
Representatives, and now, if the Senate 
will just pass it, it will go to the Presi-
dent for signature. It is the fastest way 
to deal with the problem of crime and 
to debate that for such time as Sen-

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, under ators want to debate it and, hopefully, 
a previous order, the Senate is now to to proceed to a vote on that measure. I 
begin consideration of the legislation think that really will be an effective 
on the Corporation for Public Broad- test of our intentions with respect to 
casting. We have been attempting to dealing with crime. 
have that bill considered and passed for I have discussed this matter pre
the past few days. It remained, until a viously with the distinguished Repub
short while ago, my hope that we could lican leader, and I have indicated to 
do that today. It is an important bill. I him my intention to proceed as I have 
recognize that there was some dis-
agreement over the subject matter of just outlined. But before doing so, I, of 
the bill, that some amendments would course, invite any comment or sugges
be offered, all of which, of course, is tion from the distinguished Republican 

leader. 
within the rules and appr~priate. I Mr. DOLE. If the majority leader will 
hoped that. we could debate differe~ces yield, certainly the majority leader is 
on that bill and proceed to consider within his rights to move to a rivi-
amendments, vote on them, and then . . . P 
dispose of the bill today. leged conference report. _I md1cate th~t 

It now appears that such a course of as far as. the ~or~orat10n for Pubhc 
action will not be possible. According Broadcastmg bill 1s concerned, there 
to press reports today, Republican Sen- would have been amendments offered. 
ators have expressed a desire for imme- Some would have been germane. Some 
diate consideration of legislation with of us .have germa?e amendments, .and 
respect to crime-, and I understand that ~e thmk ~e can improve that ~eg1sla
were we to proceed to the Corporation t10n .and 1mprov~ the Corporat10n for 
for Public Broadcasting bill, amend- Pubhc Broadcastmg. But I know that 
ments would be offered to that bill that there would have been efforts made to 
are unrelated to the bill itself and amend the bill with nongermane 
which deal with the subject matter of amendments. I am not certain of the 
crime. extent of all of the amendments. One 

I believe in the necessity to enact would have been a crime package. 
legislation to combat crime. I think it There is a feeling on this side of the 
is an important thing that we should aisle that since the conference last 
consider. Indeed, as my colleagues will year, in the closing days, the Congress, 
recall, last year the Senate passed a in effect, stripped out of the bill a num
comprehensive anticrime bill, the ber of provisions that we felt strongly 
House passed such a bill, and then the about, and in the conference itself, Re
two were combined in a conference be- publicans were ignored in both the 
tween the two bodies. That conference House and the Senate. It is pretty 
report was adopted by the House of much of a Democratic crime package, 
Representatives, and it then came to and that. is why, when it came back to 
the Senate and was subject to a fili- the floor in the closing days of the ses
buster by our Republican colleagues, sion, I think a vote on cloture failed by 
who did not support its provisions. 49 to 38, as I recall. There were a num-

Our effort to terminate that fili- ber of Senators absent in the last days. 
buster by gaining the 60 votes required Certainly, the majority leader has 
under the Senate rules was unsuccess- stated it correctly. It is an appropriate 
ful. Therefore, the matter now stands time to have that debate. We were pre
on the Senate Calendar; that is, the pared to have it through an amend
conference report is on the Senate Cal- ment on the corporation for Public 
endar. I think we ought to have the de- Broadcasting, and the leader can have 
bate on crime measures. I think it it any way he wishes, and this would be 
would be a good thing for the Senate one way to do that. We are .prepared to 
and for the country. I regret that it is do whatever the majority leader sug
being presented in a way that will not gests. 
permit us to complete action on the Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ap
Corporation for Public Broadcasting preciate the distinguished Republican 
bill. But I understand that and accept leader's comments. As I stated, under 
that reality, even though it is not my the circumstances, we are going to 
preference. have a debate on the crime measure, in 

It is my intention, at an early time, any event, and we are not going to be 
to return to the Corporation for Public able to complete action on the Cor-

:'I • • Ill • - • I '_.. • I,, 
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poration for Public Broadcasting bill 
because of that. That being the case, it 
seems to me that the most direct and 
straightforward way is to proceed to 
the conference report, which is, as I 
said, the one measure that has already 
been enacted by both the House and 
the Senate. If we are interested in deal
ing with crime, this is the fastest and 
most effective way to deal with this
to pass the conference report-and it 
will be on the President's desk within a 
matter of a few hours or days. 

OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL ACT
CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sub
mit a report of the committee of con
ference on H.R. 3371 and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
3371) to prevent and control crime, having 
met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses this report, signed by 
a majority of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to 
the consideration of the conference re
port. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
November 27, 1991.) 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am de

lighted that we have moved to the con
ference report and that my Republican 
colleagues are anxious to vote on a 
crime bill. I respectfully suggest that 
we can settle this in 5 minutes, if they 
just let us vote. We have debated this 
4,000 different ways. We all know where 
everybody is. As my friends who wish 
to deal with the crime issue constantly 
say, "let us let the American people 
make · a judgment on whether or not 
what we are suggesting makes sense." 

I want to bring everyone up to date. 
What we now have before the U.S. Sen
ate is the product of months and 
months of debate here in the U.S. Sen
ate, weeks of debate in the House of 
Representatives, weeks of haggling be
tween the House and the Senate, Dem
ocrat-Democrat, Republican-Repub
lican, Republican and Democrat. The 
final product is the conference report, 
which was last year-this Congress, but 
last calendar year-voted on in the 
House of Representatives and passed. 

It is before the Senate once again. 
The last time it came before the Sen
ate, my friends on the Republican side 
filibustered it, requiring us to have to 
seek a supermajority, more than 60 
votes, to allow us even to decide 

whether or not to be for or against this 
legislation, to vote on it. 

I have been in constant contact, as 
the administration has, with the police 
agencies of this country. They strongly 
support this measure. They particu
larly find reprehensible the fact that 
the new alternative crime bill intro
duced by Republicans has taken out a 
provision th.at has passed both the 
House and the Senate; that is the 
Brady bill. The gun lobby is prevailing 
again here. 

I would say to my Republican friends 
if they have an interest, there are 
areas where there is disagreement in 
that conference report-I see the clerk 
trying to lift it, weighing about 380 
pounds I guess-and they relate to ha
beas corpus and they relate to other 
specific aspects of the legislation, but 
only on a very, very small number of 
items. 

I do not know why they will not let 
us vote on what has already passed the 
House, in the conference report, and 
then if they wish to debate further 
about habeas corpus or the exclusion
ary rule or the death penalty in the 
District of Columbia, or any other as
pect of this very large bill which is-I 
am not sure how many pages; I do not 
have a copy of it before me-484 pages 
long, this conference report, then we 
could vote on those separately. 

But why do we hold up-I should not 
presume we are going to hold it up. I 
am hopeful that the ranking member of 
the Judiciary Committee, Senator 
THURMOND, is going to come and walk 
in the door with that smile on his face 
and say to the Senator from Delaware, 
let us vote. So I am going to be an opti
mist here and assume that is what our 
Republican colleagues are going to 
allow us to do and not once again kill 
the crime bill for the year 1992 as they 
killed one in the year 1991. 

Let us give the President an oppor
tunity to be for or against doing some
thing about crime, as he likes to 
phrase it. I am ready for that to hap
pen. In those areas where we have dis
agreement, let us come back and fight 
over it. Let us come back and fight 
over whether or not we should elimi
nate habeas corpus and not just limit 
it. Let us fight over whether or not we 
should impose upon the District of Co
lumbia what we do not impose on any 
State. I happen to support the death 
penalty but we do not tell the State of 
Delaware you must have a death pen
alty. But I am prepared to vote on 
that. Let us vote on that. 

Mr President, the Senator from Kan
sas, the Republican leader, is not only 
one of the brightest fellows in this out
fit, but one of the wittiest fellows. He 
wanted to make sure the bases were 
covered. That is the reason for the 
interruption. He indicated one col
league was on the way over. He wanted 
to make sure I did not pass this in his 
absence. and I am certain that is be-

cause he wants to be here to support it. 
That is a joke. But I assure my Repub
lican colleagues I will not attempt to 
take any action on this legislation in 
the absence of one of our Republican 
colleagues being on the floor. 

But again, I am delighted we are 
back on this issue, because we have 
moved away from it for too long. We 
have let the crime problem go unat
tended, unattended in the sense that 
we have not moved forward on any new 
initiatives to deal with the issue which 
this bill is full of, new initiatives. 

Let me say again, while we are wait
ing for my colleague, my Republican 
colleague and good friend from South 
Carolina to come, the essential ele
ments of the conference report are as 
follows: It contains the Brady bill, a 5-
day waiting period; it contains the 
death penalty for a total of 53 crimes; 
it contains the death penalty for mur
ders committed with a gun; it contains 
the death penalty for drive-by 
shootings resulting in death; it con
tains the death penalty for rape result
ing in death; it authorizes $1 billion in 
aid to State and local law enforcement 
agencies; it toughens penalties for gun 
use during violent crimes drawing the 
death penalty, which I mentioned; it 
provides aid to rural law enforcement 
and for drug treatment and prevention. 
This is all in the bill before us, which 
I hope we will get to vote on in the 
next 20 minutes or hour or a couple 
hours. 

It increases the penalty for a drunk 
driver when a child is present in the ve
hicle. The reason I put that in the bill 
is, a young child, the way we raise our 
children, does not have the authority 
to say to mommy or daddy or Uncle 
Billy or Aunt Jane, or older brother or 
older sister, "No, I am not getting in 
the car because you are drunk.'' And 
children die because of that. So I think 
the penalty should be increased for 
drunk drivers who have minors in the 
automobile. 

It also contains college grant schol
arships for students who are willing to 
commit, after their college is com
pleted, 4 years of service as police offi
cers, and provides inservice education 
opportunities for police officers who 
are on the beat now, to allow them 
educational opportunities. 

It expands aid to victims of crime. 
We have a victims fund that both the 
minority and the majority have 
worked on over the years because we 
think victims should be compensated 
when they are not in a position to take 
care of themselves, if they are hurt as 
a consequence of violent crime, if they 
have medical bills, if they have bills 
that result as a consequence of loss of 
work. We should be looking out for the 
victims of crime. 

It also establishes background checks 
for day care workers, which does not 
exist to the extent we are proposing. It 
does not exist to that extent now, so 
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we want to make sure that a person of- back on the street we have made some 
fering themselves as someone who attempt to cure them of their addic
wishes to care for our children, that tion. 
they be required, if asked, to have a That is what is in that bill before us, 
background check to find out whether 10 regional prisons. It costs money, $700 
they have a background of child moles- million, but they need to be built, in 
tation, a background of crime, convic- my view. 
tions, related to things that would af- Also in the bill before us, this con
fect our willingness to allow them to ference report, we establish not only 10 
care for our children. That is urgently regional prisons but we take the exist
needed in my view. ing military bases that are being closed 

It also provides the death penalty for and we use them for boot camps so that 
a child abuser where the consequence when we send particularly younger of
of abuse is that the child dies. fenders into the system we not only 

It establishes 10 regional prisons to lock them up, keep them off the street, 
hold drug criminals. Mr. President, we but we do something that everyone 
have heard, both the minority and the tells us needs be done-and I am not 
majority, countless hours and days of guaranteeing the boot camps will do it, 
testimony pointing out that 6 out of 10 but I am telling you it is better than 
people in prison today may, in fact, as what we do now, and cheaper and safer 
we speak, be drug addicts. These people for us--and that is to provide a regi
are in prison. And, Mr. President, we men of discipline for the young men in 
are releasing people after having particular, as well as women, but 
served their time, who are still drug young men in particular who are in 
abusers, who are still people who are in fact abusers, to teach them discipline. 
fact addicted. They are boot camps. Unlike mili-

So, Mr. President, with our hardcore tary boot camps, they have no choice 
addicts, we should do one of two about being there and joining, and once 
things: One thing is we should get they go through the drills they go back 
them off the street. If they have not into a cell. But it is a cheaper, effec
been convicted of something, off the tive way of dealing with a problem that 
street into treatment. If they have up to now we have found basically in-

d ff solvable. 
been convicte • 0 the street into a Also in this conference report that I 
prison where not only will they serve 
time and be penalized for what they hope we will be allowed to vote on, Mr. 
have done, but in the process have ac- President, we increase the penalty for 
cess to drug treatment, so when their gang-related violence and we begin to 
time is up, Mr. President, they are re- focus on what we started to do 15 years 
leased back onto the street with the ago and stopped. We have to cut off the 
same habit that put them in, the same source, if you will, of violence in soci
habit that caused them to rob, to bru- ety, and that is where the germ of vio-

lence contaminates the youth of this 
talize, to burglarize our persons, our country, very young people. 
families. When I started in this business, Mr. 

And maybe this time when they go President, I used to stand on the floor 
out on the street, even though they of this body as a person in part respon
have served their time, if they are still sible for the criminal law issues on this 
addicted, they may be the ones who side of the aisle, at least, and I used to 
commit one of those 24,020 murders stand on this side of the aisle and talk 
that were committed last year. It is about how the most violent offenders 
only common sense, Mr. President. So in our society were people around 18 
I have proposed, and the Senate has years of age. Now I used to tell the sto
adopted, and the House has adopted, ries about violence is reduced the older 
and it is in the conference report before we get, the older that population be
us, in that bill, establishing 10 regional comes, because it is harder to jump 
prisons to give some relief to State over those chain link fences while 
prison systems, two-thirds of which or being chased by police officers when 
almost three-quarters of which are you are 40 than when you are 18. 
under a Federal court order as we Well, Mr. President, a terrible thing 
speak, to let people out of prison before has happened since I began this proc
they have served their term because ess. I am here to tell you now that the 
they cannot have and find enough room most violent segment of our society is 
to house those persons who have been now not 18 years old, it is sliding down 
convicted and to have these regional the scale. It is moving toward 14-year
prisons that would be for Federal pris- olds. 
oners. And there are over 1 million I just read the paper today, Mr. 
prisoners in our prison system, only President, and it could, I respectfully 
about 50,000 of whom are in the Federal suggest, happen in Delaware, or in 
system, 950,000 of them, or thereabouts, North Carolina, or in South Carolina, 
are in the State prison systems and or in Kansas, but in today's New York 
they need relief-not the prisoners, the Tfmes, three children-my recollection 
systems--so we can keep people locked is, this is off the top of my head, I 
up who should be lock..,.e"'"d'--""u~p-'a""n~d_o"'"'n.,._c""e,,.___.t""h""'in .... k""'-'t""'h...,,e,_,,j..._r_.a......_,yerage age was about 14-
we have them within our custody, not were found, either on their way to 
only keep them there and off the street school or in school, with semiauto
but be assured that when we pnt them matic weapons. 

In the New York school system, as 
well as some other places, they have 
metal detectors, Mr. President. I un
derstand when: my 10-year-old Child 
gets on an airplane it is one of the 
costs of modern society that she has to 
go through a metal detector to deal 
with terrorism. But I do not under
stand why my 10-year-old child, were 
she to live in New York City and go to 
their school system, would have to 
walk through a metal detector to learn 
about George Washington; walk 
through a metal detector to learn how 
to read or write; walk through a metal 
detector to learn about her Govern
ment. 

Mr. President, in this conference re
port, we say the training grounds for 
those young people who cause the sys
tem to require metal detectors at the 
schoolhouse gate, gangs, juvenile 
gangs, should be focused on. We should 
deal with them instead of what we do 
now. 

And so, Mr. President, in this con
ference report, there is authorization 
for antigang programs .that the experts 
in the field have hailed as positive. 

I may be mistaken, but I think the 
Republican bill we saw yesterday has 
some of this in it. They may not have 

. the gang piece in it, but they have a lot 
of the rest of this in it. I am delighted 
that we are moving toward consensus 
on these things. 
. Mr. President, also in this bill, we 

have identified certain cities and areas 
in this Nation that are battle zones, 
literally battle zones. When we have in 
this Nation in South Carolina, Hurri
cane Hugo, when we have a serious 
nor'easter that came through the Dela
ware shore last year, wiping out our 
towns taking away the boardwalk, and 
causing millions-of-dollars worth of 
damage, what do we have? We have an 
outfit in our Government that calls for 
specific relief, disaster relief, Mr. 
President. When you cannot walk on 
the boardwalk, we have people come 
along and say: It is a disaster. Let us 
go to the Federal Government, get this 
declared a disaster area, and get addi
tional help to be able to rebuild the 
boardwalk. Let people rebuild their 
homes. Let South Carolina put itself 
back together after Hugo. Let the 
State of Washington after Mount St. 
Helens blew its top put itself back to
gether. 

But at the same time, Mr. President, 
we have cities that are clearly identifi
able, one of which is this city, where no 
one would be able to debate what I am 
about to say, and that is I could iden
tify, as my friend from South Carolina 
could, as any Member of this body 
could, 10, 12, 15 cities, 15 sections of 
cities, in America, that are literally 
battle zones, where the drug dealers 
have taken the streets, own the cor
ners, run the businesses, affect every 
single solitary aspect of human behav
ior: when people can go in and out of 
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their homes, what stores they can go 
to, whether they can get on mass tran
sit, whether they can safely walk down 
the street with their 3-year-old child 
without having to worry about a drive
by shooting, whether they can go to 
the corner candy store and go in and 
buy their kid a slurpee without worry
ing whether a rain of bullets is going to 
come through the window. 

Mr. President, that is literally the 
case; not figuratively, literally the 
case. 

I not too long ago walked through a 
section of Philadelphia, a neighbor
hood, a public school on the corner, 
Catholic school across the street that 
existed there for over 100 years, corner 
stores, and I am walking along with 
the drug director and others at the 
time-and these are operating, viable 
stores on corners in cities, in this par
ticular city of Philadelphia. And I said, 
"What are those marks?" 

They said: "Oh, those are bullet 
holes. They are bullet holes in the win
dow." 

"Why are these boards up here?" 
"Well they got blown out, the win

dows.'' 
And then have a mother tell me, she 

went to pick up her child, and got 
trapped in the entrance-an old public 
school, grade school, with the old red 
limestone front, you see in many 
northeastern cities, and with an entry 
section about from me to the beginning 
of the bench on which the President 
sits, before you open the door to go 
into the halls. This woman was telling 
me how, when she went to pick up her 
children, she and her children had to 
hide against the wall behind the pillars 
inside this area as a rain of bullets was 
coming into a grade school. That is 
America, M·r. President. I can take you 
to those cities. You know where they 
are. 

In this bill we target those areas, 
just like we target disaster areas. We 
allow people to reclaim their lives in 

· South Carolina, in Delaware, in the 
State of Washington, in the Farm Belt 
after a natural disaster. This is a man
made disaster. There is $300 million the 
President can use in these targeted 
areas to deal now in an emergency 
fashion, allowing people to reclaim 
their cities. It has ·been sitting there 
because they have refused to allow us 
to vote on it for months. 

Also in that bill is a good-faith ex
ception to an arrest when evidence is 
seized by a police officer if he has a 
warrant, if he was mistaken but he has 
a warrant. Big argument: my friends 
want a good-faith exception with or 
without a warrant. That is a difference. 

But in the bill is a good-faith excep
tion when a police officer has probable 
cause to do something and he turns out 
to be wrong and he seizes evidence. We 
say the evidence is admissible. They 
want to say if it is a good-faith excep
tion, whether or not you have a war-

rant, whether or not you have estab
lished probable cause before a judge to 
get a warrant, it should be admissible. 
That is a legitimate disagreement. But, 
nonetheless, there is a good-faith ex
ception in the bill. It is not as much as 
they want, but it is in the bill. 

Mr. President, habeas corpus. This is 
the crux of the dilemma, if we could 
settle that. I personally would be will
ing to drop habeas corpus from the bill 
completely, pass the conference report, 
send it back without habeas corpus. 
Nothing about habeas ·corpus. I am sure 
this will be the subject of a great deal 
of debate and I will not take the time 
now. But we drastically limit the num
ber of times a person in jail can send 
out a petition from behind the bars in 
which he or she sits and slip them 
through the bars to say, "Let me out. 
I am here. I am held wrongly." That is 
what this debate about habeas corpus 
is about. It is not about people on the 
street. It is about people behind bars. 

I, for one, believe the habeas corpus 
system as it now is being used has been 
abused. But, nonetheless, the public 
should understand habeas corpus 
means I am already in jail and I am 
asking to be let out. And I am filing a 
piece of paper. It is the habeas corpus 
petition I slide between the bars. But I 
am in jail. I cannot hurt you. 

I am hurting the public because I am 
raising costs, I am clogging the courts. 
All of those things are arguably true. 
But I am in jail. 

There is a big disagreement we have 
on that: my friend from South Carolina 
and I, the majority leader and the mi
nority leader, Senator GRAHAM and 
Senator GRAMM-they have disagree
ment on it. 

But, Mr. President, does our debate 
about what conditions upon which 
someone in jail can ask to get out of 
jail warrant holding up everything else 
I just stated? Is that a sufficient ra
tionale to say I will not give the police 
more money, I will not build more pris
ons, I will not pass the Brady bill? 

I respectfully suggest it is within 
their rights, but I do not think it is 
very balanced, balanced in the sense of 
balancing the needs of the police offi
cers and society against the impact of 
habeas corpus even if they are right on 
the merits-which they are not. 

So, Mr. President, why will they not 
let us pass this bill? Or forget passing 
the bill. I am not even asking for them 
to vote for it. I am not even asking 
that. Do not vote for it. I will take care 
of that end. You do not have to vote for 
it. Just let us vote. Let us vote. Let us 
vote to give the police $1 billion at 
home; let us vote to build those re
gional prisons; let us vote to put that 
antigang legislation in place; let us 
vote to reduce the number or weapons 
that people can walk in and buy
whether they are crazy or have a crimi
nal record. Let us help the police, and 
then come back and argue about ha
beas corpus. 

No. 
So, Mr. President, the one thing I 

have learned never to doubt is the good 
intentions and sincerity of the ranking 
member from South Carolina. I do not 
doubt that now. I believe he believes 
habeas corpus is so important, the dif
ference, the distinction, that it is 
worth not having any bill. But I do not 
subscribe that rationale to the rest of 
those who in fact oppose this bill. 

I have a feeling, Mr. President. A lit
tle bit of this has to do with guns. 
Something in me tells me that 
maybe-just maybe-the NRA and the 
gun lobby have made a very strong 
case about this Brady bill, this intru
sive, terrible bill that a vast majority 
of the American public wants, that 
President Ronald Reagan wants, that 
Jim Brady, the victim of an assassin's 
bullet, paralyzed now, wants; that the 
police officers want so badly they can 
taste it. That says the following. It 
says: Hey, look, we do not want felons 
to be able to go in and buy guns in gun 
shops. So give us 5 days, the police say, 
to run a check to find out whether or 
not the person buying the gun is a 
felon. 

We did that in my State, Mr. Presi
dent. My State legislature did that. 
Guess what? 

Mr. President, what happened is in 
my State we put this in effect and 
some significant portion-I will not 
even guess the number; I think it is 
over 10 percent, but I will not say 
that-of all the people who came in, 
walked into a gun store and said here 
is my money, I want to buy that semi
automatic, or I want to buy that hand
gun, we are only talking about hand
guns now, 1 out of 10 of those people 
who put their money down on the 
counter, guess what happened when we 
checked the record in Delaware? They 
were convicted felons. 

Surprise, surprise, surprise. One out 
of 10 of the people who walked into a 
gun store to buy a handgun in Dela
ware when this bill was put in effect 
last year were convicted felons. We are 
not saying legitimate folks, law-abid
ing citizens cannot buy a handgun. We 
are saying convicted felons cannot. 
And, for Lord's sake, give the police of
ficer an opportunity to find out wheth
er or not we are selling a gun to a con
victed felon. 

Begging the indulgence of the Chair, 
let me be more precise here. In Dela
ware, out of a total number of checks, 
after our law was put in effect, of 1,086 
people who walked into the stores-our 
law requires them to be checked-106 of 
those 1,086 people had their purchases 
rejected under the law, and 6 of them 
were arrested on the spot because they 
were fugitives. 

Obviously, if crime paid, they would 
not be this dumb. But, now take my 
little State which has about 750,000 
people and that is probably giving it 
the benefit of the doubt. If 10 percent of 
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the folks who had walked in to buy 
guns in my little State were convicted 
felons, and about 1 percent of them 
were arrested on the spot as convicted 
felons, what do you think that number 
is for California, where they have 24 
million people, 18 or 20 times the num
ber of people we have in my State? 
What do you think it is? 

How do you think, Mr. President, 
these kids, walking into those New 
York City schools, have those semi
automatic weapons in their book bags, 
their lunch bag? 

I have a feeling that although the 
Senator from South Carolina supported 
this bill, that provision I believe in the 
total bill, when he and his colleagues 
put this new crime bill they talk about 
together, guess what? It disappeared. It 
is gone. Why? The President said he 
supported it in a strong crime bill. 

Let us assume the .President believes 
our bill is not a strong crime bill. Why 
did they not put it in their strong 
crime bill? Did you ever wonder about 
that? It is kind of interesting, is it not? 
The President says "I will support the 
Brady bill as long as it is in a strong 
crime bill." They put together a whole 
bill. How many pages is the bill? Five 
hundred and twenty-three pages long. 
A big bill. And they do not put it in the 
bill. 

So I have a feeling, Mr. President, 
there are two compelling things that 
are occurring here beyond the good in
tentions of my friend from South Caro
lina. One is the gun law. In my 19 years 
her~and I have not been character
ized as a gun controller-I have not 
voted for gun control measures. Vote 
for this, I think this is just sanity. But 
in my 19 years here, I found that they 
have been quite often ready to let what 
otherwise may be a brilliant piece of 
legislation fall if in fact they disagree 
with the gun provision, no matter what 
the legislation says. And the second 
thing I think may prevail at the mo
ment, Mr. President, is the Republican 
Presidential primaries. I think Patrick 
Buchanan has made a point. Point
lessly, but he has made a point. 

Whether or not he is the reason 35 or 
32 or 37 percent of the people, every 
place they have a Republican primary, 
vote for him or whether it is because 
there is an automatic 33, 35, 37 percent 
of Republicans who just cannot under
stand and are confused by the Presi
dent like I am, like I guess in South 
Dakota-I do not follow the primary 
these days. I do not quite have the 
same interest I had in years past. But 
whether it is one-third of the Repub
licans who say none of the above, 
meaning George Bush, anybody but 
Bush, or whether they are for Patrick 
Buchanan, I think it has generated a 
kind of new political dynamic and the 
new political dynamic is the President 
has to prove that he is tough. 

I guess we still have Qadhafi. I guess 
we still have our friend in Iraq. We 

have North Korea. They are all poten
tial targets to prove that. And I do not 
say that maliciously. They are bad 
guys and he could maybe do it there. 
Or there is crime. I am tough on crime. 

All those conservative States in 
which the President has to run in a 
conservative Republican primary-and 
again I am no expert in this, but it ap
pears to me that Republican primaries 
are like Democratic primaries; that is, 
those who vote in Democratic Presi
dential primaries tend to be more lib
eral than the Democratic Party and 
those who vote in the Republican pri
maries tend to be more conservative 
than the Republican Party on a whole. 
I may be wrong. 

But it seems to me it is kind of inter
esting that the President, who feels, I 
guess, threatened from the right is 
looking for ways to make the case that 
he really is the brother or son or friend 
of Ronald Reagan. But ironically he 
has picked as the centerpiece, or his 
people who support him pick as the 
centerpiece to prove the elimination of 
something Ronald Reagan feels strong
ly about: the Brady bill. 

I kind of think that in addition to 
those who feel strongly about habeas 
corpus-and understandably, not every
body understands habeas corpus, Mr. 
President. It is called the "Great 
Writ," but I wonder if we took a writ
ten exam here, all Senators-nor 
should they know, by the way. It is not 
like if I had to take a written exam on 
how you infuse water into oil wells to 
produce a greater flow of oil-I do not 
know. But I wonder how many people 
even understand what is at stake in ha
beas corpus, what the Teague case 
says, what other cases say. 

Again, there is no one on the floor 
who is not capable of understanding it, 
but I wonder how many of them have 
actually gone back and read the 
Teague case. I do not think they 
should. That is why we have a commit
tee system. I do not say that critically. 
I do not read every new regulation the 
Commerce Department puts out. I do 
not know them. The folks in the Com
merce Committee know them. I do not 
read every new nuance of the Tax Code. 
The folks in the Finance Cammi ttee 
know that. We cannot know every
thing. 

But here we are talking about habeas 
corpus which, I am told, is one of the 
reasons why what is before us is not ac
ceptable to my Republican friends, and 
we are operating on sloganeering, 
bumper sticker mentality. The bumper 
sticker mentality is a conference re
port on hebeas corpus; not only does it 
make it better, it makes it worse, ef
fectively eliminates the death penalty. 
Malarkey. Malarkey.' Even if they are 
partially right, the notion it elimi
nates the death penalty is bizarre. But 
for those who have not had a chance to 
read all this, that sounds good. The 
President says that. The President, I 

think says that. I am not sure what he 
says, but some of my colleagues say 
that. 

Mr. President, when you strip it all 
away, if you look at what my Repub
lican friends argued against 3 months 
ago in the conference report, they have 
come along and embraced 90 percent of 
what they argued against. I think that 
is good, that is great. I am for it. Re
demption is good for the soul. They 
embraced 90 percent of it. They used to 
argue against the money for local po
lice. They now embrace it. They used 
to argue against lifting the victims' 
fund cap. They are now for it. They 
used to argue against-and the list 
goes on and on and on and they now 
embrace it. 

They have essentially taken the 
original Biden bill or conference report 
wholesale and adopted it, introduced it, 
except for three things, maybe more, 
but three big things: One, habeas cor
pus; two, the Brady bill; and three, the 
exclusionary rule. And I guess they are 
prepared to let us see the entire 
anticrime measure that they now ac
knowledge they embrace. 

I do not imagine these 3 things make 
up more than 20 pages of the 523 
pages-maybe 40 pages. Let us be gen
erous and say it takes up 50 pages. 
They are ready to let the other 475 or 
450 pages go down the drain because 
they do not get exactly the changes 
they want in those 3 areas. In each area 
there is change. 

In each area, we move, in the par
lance, further to right on those issues 
but not far enough, from their perspec
tive. And so what is the answer? No 
crime bill. 

Now, before I yield to my colleague 
when he comes back, let us take a look 
at what is really happening. We are in 
March of an election year, a Presi
dential election year. We are five or six 
votes away from breaking a filibuster, 
and we have enough votes based on last 
year's vote to pass the conference re
port if they would just let us vote on it. 
So we are, maximum, six votes away 
from everything I read out earlier be
coming law unless the President vetoes 
it. And I emphasize again the police 
agencies of this country, the ones 
which have to live under and enforce 
these laws-let me tell you what they 
said about it. Law enforcement support 
of the crime bill: Fraternal Order of 
Police-I think they are the largest 
order of police in the Nation: 

We call on Congress to adopt and for the 
President to sign this bill. It is the toughest 
anticrime legislation to emerge from Con
gress in recent memory, and it should be
come law. 

The National Association of Police 
Organizations: 

We believe the bill's positive response to a 
need for overall improvement of law enforce
ment far overshadows any possible disagree
ment over individual provisions. As a signifi
cant body of law enforcement officers who 
risk life and limb daily to protect the Amer-
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ican public, we urge you to enact this badly 
needed anticrime legislation immediately. 

The International Association of 
Chiefs of Police: 

The provisions in the conference report 
will benefit the public at large, as well as 
those who are charged to protect them. We 
support the conference report. 

The thing the Republicans will not 
let 'us vote on. 

The International Brotherhood of Po
lice Officers: 

America needs a crime bill now in this ses
sion passed by the Congress, signed by the 
President. As President of the IBPO, I urge 
the Senate to adopt the conference report 
and pass this important legislation. 

The Police Executive Research 
Forum: 

The crime bill's provisions that mandate a 
waiting period between the purchase and re
ceipt of a handgun, and support for State and 
local law enforcement agencies are a sign to 
law enforcement that Congress is ready to 
help police do their job. The crime bill would 
advance law enforcement's commitment to 
protecting our Nation's citizens. The Police 
Executive Research Forum supports passage 
of this legislation. 

The International Union of Police 
Associations: 

We recognize the real need for the enact
ment of the conference committee version of 
the crime bill and support it fully. 

The National Organization of Black 
Law Enforcement Executives: 

The National Organization of Black Law 
Enforcement Executives is grateful to you 
and your colleagues for recognizing the ne
cessity to propose the crime biil. NOBLE, an 
organization representing 2,500 law enforce
ment executives, who in turn represent the 
populations in most urban centers in our Na
tion, is pleased to endorse this legislation. 

Mothers Against Drunk Driving: 
Mothers Against Drunk Driving looks for

ward to the passage of the conference report 
and implementation of the Drunk Driving 
Child Protection Act. 

Basically, the only outfit involved in 
law enforcement which has taken issue 
with this and shares the view of my Re
publican colleagues is the District At
torneys Association, and they say it is 
because of habeas corpus and maybe 
something else. But that is the crux. I 
do not doubt there are other things, 
but that is the crux. 

So, Mr. President, my plea to the Re
publican leadership, including my 
friend from South Carolina, is if you do 
not like individual provisions of this 
bill, which even I think you would have 
to admit are improvements in the 
areas you are still concerned about, let 
us vote on it. Let us vote on it. 

Let us then debate whether or not we 
should change provisions in it enhanc
ing, from their perspective, habeas cor
pus or exclusionary rule. Let us have 
that debate on the Senate floor. 

But, Mr. President, failure to allow, 
to use Senate parlance, the vehicle, the 
conference report, to be voted on 
means the chances of getting a crime 
bill this session are de minimis. if not 

nonexistent. It just then becomes a 
pure political game, because what we 
have to do then is debate all over the 
crime bill go through the entire proc
ess with what usually ends up being 
200, 300, 400 amendments that are 
brought forward when a new crime bill 
is done, taking up weeks. We made 
record time last time, and I think it 
was what, 10 days or thereabouts, 10 
legislative days. Sometimes it has 
taken as long as 3, 4, 5 weeks of taking 
up the Senate's time, all the Senate's 
time, to argue about three provisions, 
basically, in that conference report. 

And then, assuming we pass it, as if 
nothing else has happened in the world, 
as if the economy has not gone to 
Hades in a handbasket, as· if we are not 
going to have to debate the tax bill, as 
if we are not going to have to debate 
the farm bill , as if we are not going to 
have to debate foreign policy, as if we 
are not going to have to debate edu
cation-we just did that-it may come 
back in a conference report-as if we 
are not going to have to debate the 
drug bill, as if we are not going to have 
to debate, and the list goes on, we have 
the luxury, according to my Repub
lican colleagues, I guess, to spend 2 
weeks, 10 legislative days 3 weeks, 4 
weeks, going over what we have al
ready done and what they have already 
adopted 90 percent of, and then send it 
to the House for them to start all over 
again and attract 2, 5, 10, 20, 500 amend
ments. 

And then we get the luxury of going 
back to conference, with every interest 
group in America hovering around out
side the conference room like vultures, 
good ones, bad ones, indifferent ones, 
and that could take-not likely-sev
eral days, like the last one took, which 
was a miracle; or it could take 2 weeks, 
3 weeks. Or we may go through the 
same process; my friend from South 
Carolina may not let us go to con
ference for 1, 2, 3, 5, or 10 days, 2, 3 
weeks. That will be his prerogative. 
But once they let us go to conference, 
if we do, if we ever got through con
ference, now, Mr. President, we are in 
the middle of the conventions, at best, 
of the Democratic Party and the Re
publican Party, with a President-my 
wife Jill has hanging on our refrig
erator door, along with the colorings of 
our 10-year-old daughter, like every 
parent in America does, a picture of a 
cat stressed out, hanging there by all 
10 nails, with the hair on its back 
standing up, and it says "Stress." 

Well, I promise you, there is going to 
be a President, during the Republican 
Convention, that is going to be hanging 
on to a convention stressed. And you 
think we are going to get anything out 
of that? I do not say that critically. 
Democratic candidates are going to be 
hanging on stressed, and we are sup
posed to get compromise in that envi
ronment? So what happens? The police 
get the short end of the stick again. 

The American public gets the short end 
of the stick again. It is politics as 
usual. 

Now, Mr. President, we are in the 
midst of the debates for President. No 
big caucuses over in that room. They 
will be saying: Wait a minute, now. 
God forbid; you cannot let a bill go 
through there, no matter how good it 
sounds, if it is called a Democratic bill. 
It will be a political loss for the Presi
dent. 

And you will have Democrats over in 
that room saying: You cannot let a bill 
go through here that is called a Repub
lican bill. It will be a political gain for 
the President, and the election is so 
close. Maybe if we are lucky, we will 
drop in the middle of it a non
controversial thing like a Supreme 
Court nominee. That really brings us 
together here. Do you know what I 
mean? That really gets us all embrac
ing one another to herald the sameness 
of our views. 

Mr. President, I do not doubt the po
sition of my friend from South Caro
lina. I do not doubt the earnestness 
with which he feels habeas corpus 
should be changed. I do not doubt how 
strongly he feels about it, how strongly 
he feels about the death penalty. It is 
in the bill. It is in the conference re
port. But, Mr. President, far be it from 
me to doubt the wisdom and judgment, 
and the tactical judgment of my friend 
who has served here longer than any
body in this body. 

But I want to tell you, Mr. President, 
I am willing to bet you dollar to dough
nuts that if this vehicle does not pass, 
as we say, we are going to end up in a 
cat fight here that will satisfy the po
litical instincts of my friend on the Re
publican side as well as some of my 
friends on the Democratic side. 

Let me be straight up with you, Mr. 
President. There are a lot of Democrats 
who are looking forward to this fight. 
They would be able to hold up the 
Brady bill and parade it around, up and 
down these stairs every day, because 
they know the American people are for 
it, and, they like the Republicans 
standing up voting no because they fig
ure every time they vote no on it they 
lose a vote. There are going to be Re
publicans on the other side who are 
going to love to bounce the death pen
alty vote up and down every day. Even 
though I am for the death penalty, 
there are some Democrats who are not, 
and the Republicans are going to cause 
them to vote no. 

Mr. President, I hope there are 
enough of us in here that are tired of 
this charade on both sides of the aisle. 
Let us vote, Mr. President. Let us vote. 

I want to say for the majority, even 
though I do not have all the votes of 
everybody in the majority, we are pre
pared to vote. When my two friends 
who are on the floor, Republicans, Sen
ator LOTT, from Mississippi, Senator 
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THURMOND, from South Carolina, are 
finished speaking, we are prepared to 
vote. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask my 
friend from New York, who, respect
fully I assume, will withhold the re
quest for the yeas and nays until my 
friend from South Carolina has had a 
chance to speak, and I hope he will be 
getting up to say, "Vote." I would like 
to hear my friend from Mississippi say, 
"Let us vote." But if they do not say 
that, I think it totally appropriate, 
when they finish, for the Senator from 
New York to request of the Senators 
from South Carolina and Mississippi if 
they are willing to let us vote and let 
the Senate, as we say, work its will. If 
it works its will on this, I believe there 
are over 50 votes for this conference re
port. The President of the United 
States of America could, by morning, 
be sitting down with the police agen
cies in this Nation, the district attor
neys, and others, to decide whether or 
not he wants to veto or sign this bill. 
That is where I hope to get. 
. I thank my colleagues for their in

dulgence. I am delighted my Repub
lican friend decided to introduce a 
"new crime bill" that is essentially all 
the conference report that we drafted 
in order to precipitate this. At least 
there is some movement. They would 
not even let us vote before. Maybe now 
we will get a chance to vote on the con
ference report. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina [Mr. THUR
MOND] is recognized. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise in strong opposition to this con
ference report on the crime bill. The 
Senate has already rejected, by way of 
a cloture vote, this measure. To state 
it simply, it does more to promote the 
interest of convicted criminals than it 
does to protect victims of violent 
crime. The Attorney General has rec
ommended that this sham bill be ve
toed and President Bush has stated his 
intention to veto the measure if it ever 
reaches his desk. 

He would not veto this bill if it was 
a good crime bill. Why would the Presi
dent want to veto it? He wants a strong 
crime bill, but he said he will veto this 
one, and he ought to if it goes to his 
desk. 

Prior to convening the crime con
ference , I had expressed concerns about 
the ratio of Democrats to Republicans. 
The conference was unfairly balanced, 
and rigidly scripted by the majority, 
where the views of Republican con
ferees were ignored. Al though this re
port is being called a " compromise" by 
some, it is no such thing. With remark
able consistency, the Democrat con
trolled conference committee rejected 
the tougher option on these major 

points and opted instead for provisions 
that handcuff law enforcement and re
duce the safety of law abiding citizens. 
While I truly want a crime bill, I will 
not accept a bill which expands-and I 
repeat "expands"-the rights of crimi
nals. This bill is not an anticrime bill. 
It is a procriminal bill. 

HABEAS CORPUS 

For example, the most troubling pro
vision in this bill is the habeas corpus 
language. Although the Senate passed 
tough habeas corpus reform by a vote 
of 58 to 40 as part of S. 1241, this con
ference report adopts the liberal House 
language on this subject. It systemati
cally reverses--! repeat "reverses"
over 14 Supreme Court decisions favor
able to law enforcement and, according 
to the Department of Justice, will 
throw the prison doors wide open for 
thousands of dangerous criminals 
throughout the Nation. Standing 
alone, this provision is enough to com
pel the Senate to reject this conference 
report. 

Those who support this report have 
stated that the habeas provision in the 
Senate bill is tough. Yet, they claim 
the conference report still limits ap
peals. This is not correct. Without 
question, this provision expands the 
rights of death row inmates. This death 
row inmates' wish list is opposed by 
President Bush, the Attorney General 
of the United States, the National Dis
trict Attorneys Association which rep
resents our city and county prosecu
tors, the State Attorneys General, the 
National Association of Attorneys Gen
eral, the Conference of Chief Justices, 
numerous law enforcement organiza
tions, and crime victims groups. 

Thirty-one State attorneys general, 
16 Republicans and 15 Democrats, re
cently wrote President Bush urging 
him to " protect the American people" 
and veto any bill which contains this 
habeas corpus proposal. That is the at
torneys general of the United States. I 
repeat , 16 Republicans and 15 Demo
crats wrote President Bush and asked 
him to veto this bill. But why would 
they do it if it is a good bill? 

They stated that any bill containing 
this weak proposal, and I quote: " can
not be described accurately as an 
anticrime bill but would instead be a 
procriminal bill and particularly a 
proconvicted murderer bill." We must 
not ignore and dismiss out of hand the 
concerns of these law enforcement offi
cials who clearly understand the dev
astating and adverse effect of this con
ference report. 

Mr. President, I strongly concur with 
their assessment. There are currently 
over 2,500 individuals on death row. 
Yet, since 1972, only 160 brutal mur
derers have had their sentences carried 
out-20 years ago. For 20 years, only 
160 brutal murderers have had their 
sentences carried out. Two thousand 
five hundred on death row, 20 years has 
passed, and only 160 have had their sen-

tences carried out. Of course, we need 
action. This is due to the continued 
abuse of habeas corpus law by the 
death row inmates and their liberal 
lawyers who are set on eliminating the 
death penalty de facto. 

DEATH PENALTY 

Mr. President, although this con
ference report sounds tough, it is not. 
Another example of this is the death 
penalty. Although the report author
izes the death penalty for over 50 Fed
eral offenses, the trial procedures 
make it extremely unlikely that the 
death penalty would ever be imposed. 
Furthermore, the habeas proposal con
tained in this report renders the death 
penalty meaningless since virtually no 
sentences will be implemented. In addi
tion, the report rejects a Senate passed 
provision which made murders com
mitted with a firearm a Federal death 
penalty offense. 

EXCLUSIONARY RULE 

The House crime bill, as well as the 
President's bill, responded to some of 
the serious problems caused through 
application of the exclusionary rule. 
All too often in violent crime and drug 
cases, evidence is excluded at trial sim
ply because the law enforcement offi
cer innocently violated search and sei
zure rules. The House passed provision 
codifies and expands upon the "good 
faith" exception to the exclusionary 
rule as embodied in U.S. versus Leon: 
It provides that when an officer acts in 
good faith compliance with the fourth 
amendment, any evidence obtained 
therefrom will be admissible as evi
dence in a criminal trial. 

The conference report rejects this 
important measure and instead rolls 
back court decisions to the detriment 
of law enforcement. It substantially 
narrows the good faith exception to the 
exclusionary rule. This provision hand
cuffs law enforcement in their efforts 
against criminals. It is yet another 
provision which expands the rights of 
criminals. 

ADMISSIBILITY OF CONFESSIONS 

Unbelievably, this report contains a 
broad provision which mandates auto
matic reversal of criminal convictions 
based on improper admission of a de
fendant's statements or ·confession at 
trial. This new rule applies even in 
cases where it is shown beyond a rea
sonable doubt that the error was a 
harmless error and could not have af
fected the outcome of the case. It over
turns the Supreme Court case of Ari
zona versus Fluminante which cor
rectly allows the harmless error rule to 
apply to confessions by criminals. Ac
cording to the Department of Justice, 
the result of this procriminal provision 
will be the release of an untold number 
of murderers and other violent crimi
nals. 

Can you believe the Department of 
Justice? That is what they said. They 
said the result of this procriminal pro-
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vision will be the release of an untold 
number of murderers and other violent 
criminals. 

The decision of the conference to in
clude this measure in the report re
flects an arbitrary determination on 
the part of liberal members to free 
criminals on the basis of technicalities. 

SEXUAL VIOLENCE AND VICTIMS' RIGHTS 

This report also rejects several provi
sions aimed at fighting sexual violence 
and increasing victims' rights. For ex
ample, this report rejects a proposal 
which increases the penalties for re
peat rapists and child molesters. In ad
dition, the House bill contained manda
tory restitution requirements for vic
tims of rape, child molestation, sexual 
exploitation, and other crime victims. 
The Senate bill contained mandatory 
restitution requirements for all crime 
victims. The conference report rejects 
both of these measures. Incredibly, this 
report also drops language which re
quired IDV testing for Federal sex of
fenders with disclosure of the test re
sults provided to the victim. Appar
ently, the privacy of an accused rapist 
is more important to this report's ad
vocates than the peace of mind of a 
rape victim. 

In closing, this so-called crime bill 
conference report is a travesty which 
undermines the interests of law en
forcement, prosecutors, and victims. It 
makes promises it cannot deliver on 
and virtually eliminates the death pen
alty. It sounds tough-but it isn't. Al
though this bill contains many provi
sions which I strongly support, these 
provisions cannot overcome the dam
age the rest of the bill does to our Na
tion's criminal justice system. 

This bill should be seen for what it 
is-a travesty. It expands the rights of 
criminals at the expense of the law 
abiding, the prosecutors, law enforce
ment and crime victims. If this bill 
passes, the only people celebrating will 
be death row inmates and other violent 
criminals. It will be a great day for 
them. A vote in favor of this report is 
a vote against the death penalty. A 
vote in favor of this bill is a vote 
against the law abiding and victims of 
crime. 

Mr. President, my distinguished col
league and friend-and he is my 
friend-Senator BIDEN, has said that 
his habeas corpus proposal and the 
other provisions in his bill, which I op
pose, are inconsequential. He calls 
them minor differences. If they are so 
minor, why not accept my habeas cor
pus, and drop the other provisions 
which expand the rights of criminals. I 
would support such a bill. In fact, I in
troduced it yesterday. 

The excessive Federal litigation sur
rounding death penalty cases which 
this conference report would perpet
uate is precisely what is wrong with 
our criminal justice system. Currently, 
a criminal's guilt or innocence is seem
ingly irrelevant, as litigation over 

legal technicalities has taken prece
dence. The excessive litigation, not re
quired by the Constitution, continues 
to face the guilty, delay the imposition 
of justice, and ignore the interest of 
victims. 

Mr. President, my good friend, the 
Senator from Delaware, chairman of 
this committee, questions how I can 
possibly oppose a bill that is 500 pages 
long, because I disagree with a handful 
of pages. Well, these few pages are the 
equivalent of Congress saying that the 
death penalty is eliminated in every 
State, and the technical rights of 
criminals are expanded. As long as 
these few pages expand the rights of 
criminals and eliminates the death 
penalty, I will oppose the bill. 

Long after the money for law en
forcement is gone, long after all of 
these worthy programs that my good 
friend, the chairman, supports, are 
funded, these new rights for criminals 
will be on the books. 

Mr. President, my good friend, the 
chairman of the committee, has gone 
through a list of provisions which are 
contained in the conference report, 
such as money for boot camps; new 
Federal prisons; antigang initiatives; 
safe school programs; drug emergency 
grant programs; money for law enforce
ment. 

Mr. President, I support all of these 
proposals. In fact, they are all in the 
bill I introduced yesterday. The major
ity claims that Republicans are hold
ing up these provisions. This is incor
rect. We can vote on them if a tough, 
true conference report is given a vote. 
But they do not want to vote on it. Mr. 
President, I just want to say that the 
bill we introduced yesterday is a tough 
crime bill. 

The confe1ence report enacted here 
last fall took the weakest provisions of 
both bills, the Senate and the House. 
We cannot live with that and we will 
not live with it. We want a bill that 
will punish these criminals, put them 
behind the bars and keep them there to 
serve their sentences. That is my only 
purpose. 

I have been on this Judiciary Com
mittee ·for many years and I do not 
know anything more important to the 
American people than passing a tough 
crime bill. The President of the United 
States says that conference report is 
not a tough bill. The Attorney General 
of the United States says it is not a 
tough bill. The attorneys general of 31 
States, 16 Republican and 15 Demo
cratic attorneys general, say it is not a 
tough bill. The prosecutors, the dis
trict attorneys of this Nation, district 
attorneys in the States and the coun
ties and the cities say it is not a tough 
bill. They ought to know. They have to 
prosecute these people. 

Now, if that habeas corpus we have is 
so similar to the one in the conference 
report why not accept our habeas cor
pus? Maybe the staffs can get together 

here. Maybe they can agree to come 
out here with some changes and we can 
get a bill. 

We do want -a bill. We do not want an 
issue. The people do not want an issue. 
They are sick and tired of the streets 
being unsafe. 

The Sergeant at Arms of the House of 
Representatives was shot in the mouth 
a few days ago near his home and 
robbed. Such as that should not occur. 
A staff member of Senator SHELBY 
from Alabama was recently murdered 
only blocks from the Capitol. There 
have been other serious crimes around 
this Capitol. There are other serious 
violent crimes all over this country. 

People are afraid to walk the streets. 
It is disgraceful. 

I was in Africa some years ago and 
we happened to be out about 12 o'clock 
one night. A lady was walking along 
the streets and I turned and I said, "Is 
it safe for people to walk these streets 
this time of night?" They said it is per
fectly safe, and that violent crime was 
practically unheard of in that town. 
Here in the United States, our own 
citizens should also feel safe walking 
the streets of their communities. 

We are supposed to be a civilized na
tion. We are not acting like it. We are 
disgusted with what is going on here in 
the way of crime. The people are de
manding, I say they are demanding, 
that something be done. President 
Bush wants something done. We want 
something done. Let us get together 
and pass that tough crime bill that I 
introduced yesterday along with 28 co
sponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. BIDEN]. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I will take 
only 30 seconds, and I want to give my 
colleagues the same time that this side 
has to speak. 

Since I am the only one here speak
ing, I want to be able to respond so we 
do not get too far behind the curve in 
some of the fiction we are likely to 
hear, God bless my friends, in the last 
few minutes. 

First of all, with regard to the habeas 
corpus position, the Senator has stated 
it very clearly, that is the crux of his 
opposition. I respect that opposition. I 
point out, though, that the police agen
cies, the guys out on the street, the 
women out on the street are for this 
bill. And I would point out that four 
former Attorneys General, 2 Repub
lican and 2 Democrats, Civaletti, Katz
enbach, Levy, and Richardson, they 
say if the Republican bill were passed 
it would end habeas corpus and that 
our bill will streamline the process. 

A couple of points: Death row in
mates of cannot benefit from any new 
rules. That is the crux of this. I will 
not bore everybody with it now. This is 
about a Supreme Court definition of 
what constitutes a new rule. Our bill 
says no new rule. 
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If you want to talk about changes in 

the law, let us talk about the Repub
lican bill. It resurrects the so-called 
full and fair rule that the Supreme 
Court threw out in 1917 because of a 
fellow named Frank in Georgia who 
was railroaded and they thought this 
was an awful way in which to run a 
system. But we will go into that in 
some detail. Their bill will overturn 
about 70 years of Supreme Court deci
sions. We talk about whose decisions 
get overturned, and prisoners on death 
row are not helped by my habeas cor
pus petition. They are still in jail. 

If our bill had been in place in the 
last 5 years, and you hear about those 
several thousand cases, those folks 
would not still be on death row because 
under the conference report bill you 
get one petition and 1-year, you cannot 
be there 5 years, one petition and 1-
year, and on second petitions they are 
greatly limited at well in those in
stances where they have to have as one 
of the elements to file a second peti
tion that they were innocent and they 
have some evidence to indicate they 
were innocent. And they would have 
filed their petitions, over the last 25 
years, the Court would have ruled, and 
they would either be free or dead, one 
of the two. They only have a year from 
which to file, as I said, under our con
ference report. 

And last, and I say this with some
! just raise it. I will not assert it as a 
fact. Some might be able to argue that 
had we passed the crime bill last year, 
had there been a billion more dollars 
out there in the State and local law en
forcement, had there been in place a 
prison system that did not require peo
ple to be thrown out, in all honesty it 
would have been hard to build that by 
this time so this probably would not 
have occurred, but had we had this bill 
in place who knows whether or not the 
Sergeant at Arms of the House would 
have been shot. 

The point I am making here is while 
we argue over habeas corpus which in
volves everybody who is already in jail, 
cannot shoot anybody, while we argue 
about that, which is a legitimate argu
ment, we are letting the rest of this 
legislation that now my friends on the 
Republican side say they support, when 
they did not support it 2 months ago, 
they did not support the bill 2 months 
ago, they did not support the money 
for the police 2 months ago, it was not 
in the President's bill it was not their 
alternative but they do now. We are in 
agreement. Let us pass all on which we 
are in agreement. Let us pass it now 
and move on. Debate the rest, but give 
the police the help they need now. 

I will come back more, I suspect, to 
try to fill in from at least my perspec
tive what I think the errors are in as
sertions made by my friends on habeas 
corpus and other issues as they will 
with me I am sure, but I just want to 
make it clear that I do not know whv 

we cannot go ahead and vote and then 
go back to ironing out or debating our 
differences as to whether they want to 
go beyond or less than what the bill 
contains. 

I yield the floor and I thank the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. GRAMM]. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, it was 
986 days ago today, that President 
Bush sent his crime bill to Congress 
and asked us to do something to pro
vide relief for our bleeding Nation. To 
this day we have not acted. 

Our dear colleague has talked about 
a bill that has been brought up today 
as a conference report. Before I talk 
about what that bill does and does not 
do, I want to give people a little bit of 
background as to why we are here. We 
have been trying to deal with the crime 
issue and we held a press conference 
yesterday saying that today we were 
going to offer a new, tough crime bill 
as an amendment to pending legisla
tion today or this week. As a result, 
the Democratic leadership has brought 
back last year's conference report and 
that is now before us. 

I would like my colleagues to simply 
take note of the following facts. This 
conference report is going to be vetoed 
if it is passed here, and I have my grave 
doubts that it will be passed. The 
President is going to veto this bill be
cause this bill strengthens the rights of 
criminals. This bill repeals decisions 
that have been made by the Supreme 
Court that have strengthened law en
forcement and as a result unless God 
palsies the President's hand, which I do 
not expect Him to do on this issue, the 
President will veto this bill if'it goes to 
the White House. 

Second, despite all the talk about 
money in this bill not one penny is ap
propriated by this bill. Not one penny 
will be provided for law enforcement or 
for anything else by this bill. 

This bill authorizes expenditure of 
money, but it does not appropriate 
money. Only an appropriation bill can 
do that, and no matter what we do on . 
this bill today not one more penny will 
be provided for anything 'until an ap
propriation is passed. 

Now why am I against this bill, 
which is called a crime bill in one of 
the great misuses of the English lan
guage in my 13 years in Congress? 

Well, let me tell you why I am op
posed to it. Without getting into these 
technical terms about habeas corpus 
and exclusionary rule, let me just 
speak English here for a minute. 

Last year, when we considered the 
crime bill, on the floor of the Senate, 
standing at this exact desk, I sent an 
amendment to the desk asking for 10 
years in prison without parole for sell
ing drugs to a minor, no matter who 
your daddy is and no matter how soci
ety has done you wrong. I sent an 

amendment to the desk and asked for 
10 years in prison without parole for 
somebody who sells drugs to a minor or 
who uses a minor in the distribution of 
drugs. 

I also asked for mandatory life im
prisonment without parole for some
body who is so callous of the heal th, 
happiness, and lives of our children 
that they would do it a second time. 

Mr. President, that amendment was 
adopted by the Senate. What happened 
when the bill went to conference? The 
amendment was dropped. 

I stood right here on the floor and 
sent an amendment to the desk asking 
for life imprisonment without parole 
for three-time losers. Now what does 
that mean? That means if a hoodlum 
goes out and rapes somebody, or some 
hoodlum goes out and sells drugs to a 
minor, or some hoodlum goes out and 
kills somebody, after the third convic
tion, we should have concluded that 
this person · is preying off the heal th 
and happiness of our citizens and we 
ought to put them in jail for life where 
they belong. 

The amendment went to the desk. 
The amendment was adopted. But when 
this bill came back, that amendment 
had been dropped. 

I had drafted an amendment asking 
for 10 years in prison without parole 
for carrying a firearm during the com
mission of a violent crime or a drug 
felony, 20 years for discharging the 
firearm, the death penalty for killing 
somebody with intent, and mandatory 
life imprisonment for other murders 
committed with a firearm. Mr. Presi
dent, a variation of that amendment 
was adopted by the Senate, but when 
the bill went to conference that amend
ment was dropped. 

Now what happened is that in many 
cases similar provisions were adopted 
in the House. The House of Representa
tives has not been soft on crime, as the 
word is used. But what has happened is 
that when these tough provisions have 
left the House and left the Senate and 
gone to conference, the provisions that 
were committed to grabbing criminals 
by the throat, and not letting them go 
to get a better grip, have consistently 
been dropped. 

Mr. President, I said when we de
bated this issue the last time that 
until those of us who are not victims of 
crime become as outraged as the people 
who are victims of crime, we are never 
going to deal with this problem. In 
fact, in many ways, we live here in an 
isolated environment. We come to 
work every day, people who come to 
the office buildings must go through a 
metal detector, the garages are guard
ed, and in a sense we have been in this 
isolated island while the rest of the 
country has been ravaged by crime. 

But, Mr. President, since we last 
voted on this bill, crime has come to 
our very doorstep. The man in charge 
of the Capitol Police on the House side 
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of this great historic building was shot 
in the face the other night by a crimi
nal who was trying to rob him. Senator 
SHELBY'S staffperson, going home just 
blocks from the Capitol, was shot in 
the head and killed. A Senator's wife 
was dragged down the street here with 
a pistol stuck in her face. 

Mr. President, the tragedy is this has 
been happening to the Nation for years. 
It has only started in the last few 
months to happen to us. 

Now what is wrong with this con
ference report? Not everything in it is 
bad. But what is wrong with it is that 
it contains the same half-hearted ef
forts that have been losing the war 
against crime and violence in this 
country for many years. It is too much 
dominated by the thinking that be
lieves criminal behavior is a social 
problem. 

Mr. President, I do not know what is 
going to happen to this conference re
port. The leadership on the majority 
side of the aisle feels obviously that 
they have gained an advantage by stop
ping us from offering our bill today. 
This conference report before us is not 
going to become law. Everybody knows 
it, it cannot be amended. 

But I want my colleagues to under
stand, no matter what happens to this 
conference report, once a week, every 
week, except the week where we are up 
against a deadline to pass the tax bill, 
but other than that week, once a week, 
every week for the remaining time that 
this Congress is in session, I believe we 
should vote on the crime bill. Once a 
week we should do it and do it every 
week until a true, tough anticrime bill 
is the law of the land. 

I know the leadership of this body 
understands that that is going to hap
pen and nothing should change that 
until we are all there with our smiling 
faces and the President takes out his 
pen and signs a true anticrime bill. 

I think it is important that this issue 
be dealt with. 

Let me make one final point, and I 
will sit down. 

In trying to push the process forward, 
what our distinguished leader on this 
issue, the Senator from South Caro
lina, has done is, rather than going 
back to last year's original bill with all 
the controversial matters in it, he has 
wisely put together a new bill that has 
provisions that :qave been adopted ei
ther by the House or by the Senate. 

So the bill we introduced yesterday 
is basically made up of provisions that 
have already been adopted in one 
House of Congress or the other. In a 
spirit of compromise, it has authorized 
all of these spending programs. Now no 
money is provided, but it simply says 
someday we hope it ·will be and that .is 
in this bill. 

And, quite frankly, I am for most of 
this, though there are some items in 
here that have no business being in a 
crime bill in my opinion. But I want to 

try to get on with passing that bill. 
But what I am not willing to do is to 
pass bills that strengthen the rights of 
criminals. It is time that we started to 
concentrate on our obligation to pro
tect the rights of our law-abiding citi
zens. 

The bill we introduced yesterday con
tains the provision that Senator SHEL
BY has introduced, which is the death 
penalty for the District of Columbia. 
And I have news for the District of Co
lumbia; we are going to adopt and im
pose the death penalty in the District 
of Columbia, and we are going to do-it 
this year. 

The Constitution is very clear that 
control over the District and the mak
ing of law in the District is the exclu
sive jurisdiction of the Congress. We 
are going to use that power this year to 
adopt the Shelby amendment, hope
fully, as part of a true, tough anticrime 
bill. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, it has 

been 94 days since our friend from 
Texas and others have refused to let us 
vote on this crime bill. In 94 days, over 
6,000 Americans have been killed; over 
6,000 Americans have been killed in 94 
days. They refused to allow us to vote 

-on the crime bill, the conference re
port. In 94 days, if we ·want to count 
days, 17 percent of those 6,000 people 
were killed with handguns, the very 
handguns they do not want someone to 
have to wait 5 days to buy. 

Mr. President, in the 94 days our Re
publican colleagues have refused to 
allow us to vote on the conference re
port crime bill, there has been in this 
country over 1,200,000 felonies in the 94 
days. 

And in that same period there have 
been over 30,000 women raped in the 94 
days that they would not allow us to 
vote on a crime bill. 

So, I can count too, Mr. President. 
Thank God; and it is pure luck I am 
not one of those statistics, or anyone 
in my family. Thank God. Knock on 
wood. Let us count days. 

Habeas corpus is the· crux. None of 
those rapes, none of those 30,000 rapes 
was committed by anybody filing a ha
beas corpus petition-none. None of 
those 6,000 murders were committed by 
anybody filing a habeas corpus petition 
they do not like. None of the 1.2 mil
lion felonies-it is possible some in 
prison may have been committed-but 
none outside of the prison setting of 
those 1.2 million felonies were commit
ted by anybody because of the dif
ference on habeas corpus. 

Mr. President, let us count. Let us 
count the toll and the carnage that has 
accumulated while we fiddle here, 
while my Republican friends do not 
allow us to vote on a crime bill. 

My friend from Texas said he pro
posed four amendments. I think I sup-

ported all of them on this floor. The 
Senate voted for them. But since when 
has my friend from Texas, God bless 
him, beoome such a purist? He intro
duced a whole lot of other amendments 
that were adopted, too. Some the 
House kept, some they did not, in con
ference. 

So now we have a new rule. If you do 
not accept everything I like I am not 
for anything? 

Let us talk about the penalties in the 
conference report we are not allowed to 
vote on, Mr. President. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. BIDEN. I will in a moment. Let 
me read this off. 

Mandatory penalty for drug use in a 
Federal prison; mandatory 10 years for 
smuggling drugs into a Federal prison. 

Mandatory 3 years for dealing or sell
ing drugs anywhere in a drug-free zone, 
not just to a minor, but anywhere near 
a school, to anybody. 

Mandatory prison sentence of 5 years 
for selling drugs in a second offense in 
a drug-free zone. 

Mandatory 10 years fQr firearm pos
session for two-time felon. 

Mandatory sentence in jail for drug 
dealing in public housing projects. 

Mandatory jail for selling drugs at a 
truck stop. 

Mandatory-triple the mandatory, 
present mandatory provision-for using 
kids to sell drugs. Ten-year mandatory 
increase in the 10 years for using as
sault weapons in the commission of a 
crime. Five years additional manda
tory for gun possession by a felon with 
one prior conviction. Two years man
datory for theft of guns or explosives in 
jail. No probation, no parole. 

Twenty-year mandatory for using or 
carrying explosives, a second offense. 

The present 1-year mandatory for 
distribution of drugs to a pregnant 
woman. 

Let us talk about the other offenses 
we added in here. This is separate and 
apart from the death penalty, Mr. 
President. This is separate and apart 
from the 53 death penalty provisions 
that are sitting at that desk to become 
law if we pass it and. the President 
signs it. 

Let us talk about what the con
ference bill also has in there. New pen
alty for drive-by shootings that do not 
exist now. New penalties in section 704 
for gang violence. New penalties for as
sault. New penalties for manslaughter. 
New and additional penalties for civil 
rights violations. New penalties and 
additional penalties for crimes against 
the elderly. New penalties for drunk 
driving with children in the car. New 
penalties for trafficking in counterfeit
ing goods. New penalties for drug use 
in a Federal prison, mandatory. Not 
only selling, but using; 1 year manda
tory. New penalties for smuggling 
drugs into Federal prison, 10 years 
mandatory. New penalty for drug deal-
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ing in a drug-free zone, 3 year manda
tory. New penalty for dealing in drug
free zone, second offense, 5 years man
datory. New penalty for possession of a 
firearm in the commission of a felony, 
10 years mandatory. New penalty for 
drug dealing in public housing, manda
tory. New penalty for selling drugs at a 
truck stop. New penalty for using kids. 
New penalty for drug trafficking in 
prison. New penalty for steroid use by 
minors. New penalty for brokering or 
trading in illegal precursors-chemi
cals that are used in making drugs, 
new penalty. New penalty for exporting 
or importing chemicals to evade the re
porting requirements of the drug legis
lation. New penalty for failure to obey 
the order to land, which is section 1631. 
New penalty for receiving proceeds 
from extortion. New penalty for recei v
ing proceeds from postal robbery. New 
penalty for parental kidnaping. New 
penalty for credit card fraud. New pen
alty for insurance fraud. New penalty 
for computer crime. New penalty-ex
panding the definition of stolen prop
erty for the entire criminal code, sec
tion 3063. New penalty for theft of 
major artwork. New penalty for adding 
"attempt" offenses to robbery, bur
glary, kidnaping, smuggling and mali
cious mischief, 3072. New penalty
clarifying "burglary" under Armed Ca
reer Criminal Act. New penalty for 
interstate arms trafficking. Additional 
penalty for using weapons in Federal 
crimes. Additional penalty for gun pos
session by a felon. Additional penalty 
for thefts of guns and explosives. Addi
tional penalty for second offense for 
using or carrying explosives, manda
tory 20 years. New penalty for felons 
possessing explosives. New penalty
adding possession of stolen guns to a 
statute barring receipt of stolen guns. 
New penalty-adding counterfeiting to 
underlying offenses carrying firearm 
penalty. New penalty for receipt of 
firearms by aliens. New penalty for 
firearms or explosive conspiracy. New 
penalty for stealing guns or explosives 
from a dealer. New penalty for dispos
ing of explosive to prohibited person. 
New penalty for airport violence. New 
penalty for maritime violence. New 
penalty for violence against maritime 
platforms. New penalties for torture. 
New penalties for weapons of mass de
struction. New penalties for supporting 
terrorists. New penalty for smuggling 
firearms. New penalties for lying on a 
gun application. New penalties for ob
structing justice-for judges and juries, 
witnesses and victims and informants. 
New penalties under the Travel · Act. 
New penalties for conspiracy to com
mit murder for hire. New penalties for 
terrorist crimes. New penalties, in
creased fines for passport violations. 
New penalties for recidivist sex offend
ers. 

Mr. President, these are new pen
alties. I misspoke in the last three. But 
all the rest of them are new penalties. 

And my friend from Texas had three he 
did not get in so he says he is not going 
to be for the bill. "I am going to take 
my ball and go home." I can get my 
three. Biden supported the three he 
wanted, I believe. I do not know every 
one he mentioned, three or four or five. 
But, "I did not get them all so I am 
taking my ball and I am going home 
and I am going to see to it the Amer
ican people do not get a crime bill 
now." 

Mr. President, we voted for them, the 
Senate passed them, we went to con
ference. The conference is a negotia
tion. The House did not have those in. 
It did not have a lot of these in. It did 
not have half the mandatory ones, or 
all the mandatory ones we had in. 

So, Mr. President, you served in the 
House. What do you do? You sit down 
and say OK, folks, let us get a bill. And 
they say, "We voted 306 to such and 
such, so we cannot back off this posi
tion. Our folks are not for this." 

And we say, "OK, we voted twice on 
this," and we negotiate. 

But my friend from Texas did not get 
his three provisions, or four or five or 
six. 

Mr. President, all of these things, 
now, I think, are in the so-called Re
publican crime bill. They are all in 
there, including what the Senator from 
Texas has. But he did not get them all. 
That does not mean we are going to get 
anything. 

If, as chairman of the conference-or 
the Senate conferees, I were sent over, 
or any chairman was, on any major 
bill, and said, "Now, look, if you do not 
get every single thing the Senate 
wants we do not have a bill," how 
many bills do you think we would pass 
here? How many bills do you think 
would become law? And then the House 
would say every single solitary provi
sion in our bill, we want, or no bill. 
That is what conferences are for, Mr. 
President. · 

Mr. President, I would like to put in 
the RECORD, to clarify the RECORD, the 
number of provisions that I said are 
new penalties. 

I mentioned five. That is, increase in 
firearms possession violations; recidi
vist sex offenders; sex offenders with 
AIDS-I did not mention that. But 
those three that I did mention are not 
in that conference report. 

The other things I mentioned, includ
ing maritime violence and all those 
things, they are the same in both bills. 
Therefore, they are in the conference 
report. 

The point is, Mr. President, 56 new 
offenses, not counting the 53 new death 
penalties. My friend did not get his 
four additional ones. My friend from 
South Carolina did not get one that ar
guably is a good one, and that is that 
a sex offender with AIDS-the victim 
should be told. 

A noble concept, Mr. President, I 
would like to see him have it. He did 

not get it. So because he did not get, or 
they did not get, or anyone did not 
get-Democrats as well-everything 
that they wanted, the basic message to 
us is: We are taking our ball and we are 
going home; we are not going to play. 
Tell the police to wait another day. Let 
us go through another 6-month process 
and argue this. Let us do it all over 
again in the middle of a political year, 
because I did not get mine. We only got 
56 new penalties; we only got 53 death 
penalties. We did not get the death 
penalty in the District of Columbia. We 
got it everywhere else; we did not get 
it in the District of Columbia. So no 
death penalty anywhere, federally, I 
mean, no Federal death penalty. 

Mr. President, I know my colleagues 
too well. I know that is not how they 
operate in everything else. I know how 
strongly they feel about the death pen
alty. The Senator from South Carolina 
feels stronger about the death penalty 
than I do, and I authored this first bill 
and he authored one as well. He feels 

· even stronger than I do. 
But, Mr. President, the message 

keeps coming back, that this is about a 
couple of things. It is about the Brady 
bill; it is about habeas corpus; maybe it 
is about the exclusionary rule. But if 
those three things were settled, I can
not imagine the Senator from Texas 
being against this because four provi
sions that are arguably good provisions 
are not in this bill. I just ·cannot imag
ine that. So al though I believe him to 
be totally sincere when he says how 
important he feels they are, I cannot 
imagine. 

One last thing, Mr. President. My 
friend from Texas pointed out that if 
this bill passed today and was signed 
by the President tonight, it would not 
appropriate an additional penny. Sur
prise, surprise, surprise. That is why 
they are called authorization bills. But 
everything we have authorized in broad 
numbers we have appropriated on drugs 
and on crime. If there were a bill 
passed in the next 12 years, it would 
not appropriate a penny. That is what 
we called, when we used to practice 
law, a red herring. It is nothing about 
nothing. 

The Senate's record and the Con
gress' record is, on law enforcement, 
whatever we have agreed upon with the 
President, we have funded. That is a 
separate piece. The separate piece is-
and I might add, by the way, had we 
done that I suspect we would have 
funded a lot of this by now. 

So, Mr. President, like I said, I think 
we should keep our eye on the ball 
here. The ball is habeas corpus. That is 
people already in jail. The ball is hand
guns, which these folks do not like 
waiting 5 days to buy. And the ball is 
possibly exclusionary rule, although 
that has never slowed up anything 
around here. 

So I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have to 
admit many of the things the distin
guished Senator from Delaware says 
are in the conference report are in the 
bill filed by the distinguished ranking 
minority member of the Judiciary 
Committee yesterday. On the other 
hand, there are some notable-and 
frankly, for those who are aware, who 
are expert in the law, noticeable-defi
ciencies in the conference report that 
nobody who really is against crime is 
going to sanction. 

What really happened was we passed 
a pretty tough crime bill-that I give 
the Senator from Delaware a lot of 
credit for-in the Senate; and cer
tainly, the Senator from South Caro
lina. It had a tough habeas corpus pro
vision in it that would have stopped an 
awful lot of the repetitive appeals that 
are going on in this country, that give 
these criminals the idea that they can 
never be really convicted, and billions 
of dollars lost in funds that have to go 
for law enforcement because we have 
not reformed the habeas corpus laws. 

We did it in the Senate. They 
stripped it out in the conference re
port. They took a provision that is 
going to open up even more appeals 
like the one in Utah. William An
drews-everybody knows he murdered 
those people. He tortured his victims, 
rammed pencils through their ear
drums, poured Drano down their 
throats, and then shot them. He was 
sentenced to death. His partner has al
ready been executed. He is now in his 
18th year of appeals and his 28th ap
peal. 

If the conference report language 
goes through, it says to every criminal: 
Do not worry; you will never go to the 
chair; you will never have to suffer the 
penalty that society imposes on you; 
you have a right of appeal forever. And 
that is what it comes down to. We have 
one person in jail who· is in his 54th 
year of appeals because of the language 
like they have in the conference report, 
which we correct in this bill here. 

You wonder why we do not like the 
conference report. On the death pen
alty, what good is the death penalty if 
you can never effectuate it? I person
ally have a very tough time with death 
penal ties. I would only allow their use 
in the most heinous of crimes. But let 
me tell you, it is a deterrent. I do not 
care what anybody else says. But the 
death penalty would never, never be 
carried out again if the conference re
port passes, because we have the most 
ingenious criminal defense lawyers in 
this country who come up for a new 
reason for appeal everyday, and guess 
who pays for those appeals? You and I 
do, every taxpayer in this country, and 
the conference report continues that 
mess. 

You wonder why we do not want the 
conference report. We want a lot of 

things that are in the bill that Senator 
BIDEN has discussed. They are in this 
bill. But we correct the habeas corpus 
problem. As for the exclusionary rule, 
we did not do a very good job in the 
Senate. It is better than the conference 
report, but the House did a great job on 
the exclusionary rule. The conference 
report is worse than current law in this 
area. 

We know what the exclusionary rule 
is. That is the rule of technicalities. If 
they can show certain technicalities 
have been violated, then the criminal 
goes free. There are not many who go 
free, but there are some criminals who 
have gone free. We think it ought to be 
corrected in any real crime bill. And it 
is not a real crime bill if we do not 
solve that problem. 

The conference report is worse than 
current law with regard to the exclu
sionary rule. Reliable evidence of guilt 
would be thrown out in various cir
cumstances, even if the officers con
ducting a search reasonably relied on a 
warrant issued by a magistrate. If they 
acted in good faith, the conference re
port that the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware is arguing for just 
throws out that evidence. 

What does that mean? It means 
criminals go free. 

Mr. BIDEN. Point of inquiry. 
Mr. HATCH. Let me just finish. 
Mr. BIDEN. Did the Senator say with 

a warrant or without a warrant? 
Mr. HATCH. I did not talk about a 

warrant. I did-I said a search where 
they reasonably relied on a warrant is
sued by a magistrate. 

Mr. BIDEN. I think if the Senator 
checks the stats, that is in the bill, Mr. 
President. I just stand to make that 
point, that it would be admissible if it 
is relied on a warrant. It is only when 
there is no warrant. 

Mr. HATCH. We will get into that as 
we go further. 

So today, I rise in support as a co
sponsor of the Crime Control Act of 
1992, which was introduced yesterday 
by the distinguished ranking minority 
member and former chairman of the 
Judiciary Committee, Senator STROM 
THURMOND. The Crime Control Act of 
1992 stands in marked contrast to the 
1991 conference committee crime bill. 
That was a bill rammed through con
ference by the other side at the end of 
the last session. 

What they did is they took the most 
liberal members of the House Judiciary 
Committee and Senate Judiciary Com
mittee. Nobody else had any say, and 
they put together the worst provisions 
of both bills. I have to say they are 
soft-on-crime provisions. Yes, they put 
a lot of good things in it, but what 
good is the death penalty if you are 
going to never execute it? It is nice to 
talk about 53 death penalties, but if 
you take away the effectuation of 
them, what good is it? It is nice to say 
you are tough on crime with death pen-

alties, but they cannot be carried out. 
What is cynical about it is they know 
it. They stand here and try to pass it 
off as though it is tough on crime. 

That bill was rammed through con
ference by the liberals in both the 
House and Senate Judiciary Commit
tees and, as we all know, if you look at 
it carefully, it is hardly the good crime 
bill that everybody on the liberal side 
of the table seems to think. A close 
comparison of the two bills dem
onstrates that the conference bill is a 
cynical attempt ostensibly to fight 
crime even as it ties the hands of law 
enforcement authorities and opens the 
prison cell doors. Indeed, the con
ference report would let vicious, vio
lent criminals out on the street that 
the Republican Crime Control Act 
would keep behind bars, the bill intro
duced yesterday by Senator THURMOND 
and others, including myself. 

Let me just briefly compare for you 
some of the more salient provisions of 
the Crime Control Act and the con
ference bill. Look at the death penalty. 
Under this Republican Crime Control 
Act, the jury is directed to impose the 
death penalty for enumerated offenses 
if aggravating factors outweigh miti
gating factors . In contrast, under the 
conference bill, the jury has 
standardless-meaning without stand
ards-discretion to refrain from impos
ing the death penalty regardless of the 
aggravating factors. Moreover, the Re
publican Crime Control Act contains 
several safeguards to prevent litigation 
abuse and delay in the implementation 
of the death penalty. The conference 
bill contains no such safeguards. 

Additionally, the bill enacts a una
nimity requirement for the first time 
for the jury recommendation on the 
death penalty. Thus, when only one 
juror declines to impose the death sen
tence, regardless of the facts of the 
case, the sentence is prohibited. Under
scoring this problem is the fact that 
the Supreme Court already prohibits 
the prosecutor from . objecting to seat
ing jurors who are opposed to the death 
penalty in the first place. 

Finally, although the conference bill 
adopts new death penalties, its proce
dures are so convoluted that the pen
alty-the death penalty, that is-will 
seldom be returned and virtually never 
will be carried out. 

On habeas corpus, the Crime Control 
Act introduced by Senator THURMOND 
basically does not change existing 
retroactivity standards previously es
tablished by the Supreme Court. That 
is good. In contrast, the conference bill 
makes almost all criminal law deci
sions of the Supreme Court retro
actively applicable to overturn earlier 
convictions and sentences that had 
been imposed in conformity with then
existing law. No criminal conviction 
would ever be final under the con
ference report. 

It has some nice provisions, but what 
good are they if they cannot be en-
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forced? That is why we are so upset 
about it. Anybody who understands the 
law, unless they are more concerned 
about criminal rights than they are 
about victim's rights-and I want to be 
concerned about both-would have to 
conclude that the conference report 
does not solve these problems. 

No criminal conviction would ever be 
really final under the conference bill. 
Convicted criminals, even those with 
life sentences, could invoke any subse
quent change in the law that was fa
vorable to them to have their convic
tions overturned if you adopt the con
ference report language. 

Let me just give you some cases that 
illustrate how retroactivity would op
erate under the conference bill. Take 
the William Heirens case. A 17-year-old 
college student murdered three women 
in cold blood in Chicago, IL, in 1946. 
Two of his victims were adults, but the 
third was 6-year-old Suzanne Degnan. 

William Heirens did not simply kill 
his victims. He also mutilated, decapi
tated, and abused their lifeless bodies 
in the most unspeakable manner. For 
example, different parts of Suzanne 
Degnan's body were found in five dif
ferent sewers on the north side of Chi
cago. 

Why am I bringing up today, in 1992, 
a murder case from 1946? A case that is 
45 years old? 

First, I note that the case is still 
being litigated in the Illinois State 
courts after all that time. Everybody 
knows he is guilty, but it is still being 
litigated. It is also still being reheard 
through parole proceedings-and it 
will, I am sure, be relitigated till the 
end of this century and beyond if the 
conference report's retroactivity provi
sion becomes law. 

William Heirens pleaded guilty to 
murder in 1946 and received a sentence 
of life imprisonment. There is no ques
tion of his guilt or innocence. 

However, Heirens has continually 
sought release on a wide variety of 
legal theories. His last parole request 
was denied as recently as April 26, 1991. 
This was his 29th formal request for pa
role in 45 years. Guess who pays for 
that. Why, you and I do. 

Heirens has also filed numerous post
conviction suits seeking release. He 
has a current case pending today in the 
Illinois Court of Appeals. He has 
sought release on various theories, but 
no law now applying to his case has so 
far been found to justify his release. 

Suzanne Degnan's older sister-now 
in her fifties-has followed each of 
these repeated attempts by Heirens to 
obtain release. Can any of us imagine 
the trauma of a family victim put 
through 46 years of appeals? 

But that is not enough apparently for 
some Democrats-they want William 
Heirens appeal process to start all over 
again. That is what their retroactivity 
provision in the conference report 
would allow. 

Since William Heirens was sentenced 
to life in 1946, hundreds, if not thou
sands of new criminal decisions have 
been handed down by the Supreme 
Court. He was imprisoned before the 
Supreme Court decided Brown versus 
Allen in 1953, extending the Federal ha
beas remedy beyond jurisdictional 
challenges. He was imprisoned before 
the Warren court decided that most of 
the Bill of Rights even applies to State 
prisoners. He was imprisoned before 
the 1966 decision in Miranda versus Ari
zona created unprecedented new rights, 
and he was imprisoned before Swain 
versus Alabama (1976) and Batson ver
sus Kentucky (1982) fundamentally al
tered the way in which peremptory 
juror challenges can now be exercised 
in criminal trials. 

Heirens could logically argue, as he 
has under other circumstances, that he 
might not have pleaded guilty to mur
der in 1946 if he had possessed all of 
these rights. 

Does any of this justify an attempt 
to retry him now, 46 years after his 
murders? Of course not. 

But should the conference report's 
retroactivity provision become law, 
William Heirens will, along with every 
other prisoner in America, have a 
wealth of new legal theories to pursue 
in court, this man who confessed to 
murder. What kind of a bill is this? 
And they are passing it off as a tough
on-crime measure? Let me tell you 
something. It does not take any brains 
to realize it is not tough on crime. It 
can say all these things in it, but if it 
takes away enforcement rights and 
this right to abuse of the process is 
granted, how can you decide otherwise? 

Despite the length of his incarcer
ation, William Heirens is still only 62 
years old. With the new rights of ap
peal that the conference report's provi
sion would give to him, it is entirely 
foreseeable that he could be in federal 
court well into the next century. and 
this is a man who is guilty. 

(Mr. CONRAD assumed the chair.) 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the sce

nario I have just outlined is extreme. I 
admit that. Frankly, it is the most ex
treme case I can think of in terms of 
years but it is not unforeseeable or un
likely if the conference report becomes 
law. You wonder why we want a dif
ferent bill. You wonder why we are 
fighting against the conference report. 
Think of William Heirens and the thou
sands of prisoners like him all over the 
country. 

The possibility of William Heirens 
filing more Federal habeas appeals, 45, 
50, even 60 years after his conviction 
will be more likely than not to occur if 
the conference report's retroactivity 
provision becomes law. 

It simply is outrageous if the surviv
ing family members of these terrible 
crimes should have to relive this or
deal, to have half a century of appeals. 
This inevitably is what will happen 

should the conference report retro
acti vi ty provision become law. 

I just cite one other. I have all kinds 
of others. I could go into dozens if you 
want. Let me take the Charles Manson, 
Sirhan Sirhan cases. 

They were among the hundreds of 
death row inmates who were relieved 
from their death sentences in 1972 by 
the Supreme Court in Furman versus 
Georgia. 

This group includes some of the most 
notorious murderers in American his
tory. In the State of California alone 
this group includes Charles Manson; 
Sirhan Sirhan, Gregory Powell, the 
"Onion Field" murderer. I do not be
lieve I need to describe the crimes com
mitted by those individuals. 

Each of these individuals has been in 
prison for more than 20 years with no 
hope of release, no hope that is, until 
the idea of reversing the Supreme 
Court's holdings on retroactivity was 
first proposed and provisions such as 
the one contained in the House bill. 

Let us not fulfill the hopes of Charles 
Manson or Sirhan Sirhan. Let us not 
give these justly convicted criminals 
one more "bite of the apple," as the 
chairman of our Judiciary Committee 
would say. They deserved to be exe
cuted 20 years ago as the jury in each 
of those cases concluded. Let us at 
least leave them in prison where they 
belong. We owe that much at least to 
the victims and to the families of these 
victims. 

Well, under the conference bill, con
victed criminals, even those with life 
sentences, can invoke any subsequent 
change in the law that was favorable to 
them to have their convictions over
turned. That is the ACLU criminal 
agenda. 

While the Republican Crime Control 
Act, the one the Senator from South 
Carolina filed yesterday, provides for a 
1-year time limit on habeas filings by 
State and Federal prisoners, the con
ference bill provides no time limits on 
habeas filings except for those State 
prisoners in capital cases. Further, the 
conference bill rejects the Republican 
Crime Control Act provision that ha
beas cases could only be brought for 
claims that have not been "fully and 
fairly litigated" already by the States; 
overturns at least 14 Supreme Court 
cases that limit frivolous appeals and 
endless litigation in death penalty 
cases; and allows death row inmates 
who do not even dispute their guilt to 
file endless challenges to their sen
tence. 

There are other things. Harmless 
error and appellate review view. In con
trast to the Republican Crime Control 
Act, which maintains the harmless 
error standards established by the Su
preme Court in these cases, the con
ference bill provides for automatic re
versal of conviction on appeal where a 
trial court erroneously admits a con
fession elicited in violation of the 5th 
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or 14th amendment even if independent 
evidence of guilt is overwhelming and 
it appears beyond a reasonable doubt 
that the erroneous admission would 
not have .affected the outcome of the 
trial, overturning the Supreme Court's 
decisions in Milton versus Wainwright, 
and Arizona versus Fulminante, in 1972 
and 1991, respectively. 

On the exclusionary rule. In contrast 
to the Republican Crime Control Act, 
the conference bill which has been ar
gued yesterday and today narrows the 
good faith exception to the exclusion
ary rule. It expands the criminals' 
rights to challenge the admissibility of 
incriminating evidence used against 
them; it reverses the Leon presumption 
that police officers are entitled to rely 
on a magistrate's authorization to 
search; and reverses the fifth circuit 
good faith exception that applies in 
warrantless searches that is broader 
than the Leon exception. The con
ference bill would let out on the street 
vicious, violent criminals who would be 
convicted under this Republican Crime 
Control Act. 

On gang warfare, this is an issue that 
is particularly of concern to me be
cause of the rise of gang warfare in 
Salt Lake City and throughout the 
country. This Republican Crime Con
trol Act increases the mandatory pen
al ties for drug distribution to minors; 
for using minors in drug trafficking, 
and for drug distribution to minors by 
recidivists. The conference bill con
tains no such provisions. 

The Republican Crime Control Act 
establishes a new offense of inducing 
minors to commit crimes, creates a 
presumption in favor of adult prosecu
tion for leaders of juvenile gangs and 
other criminal activities involved in 
drug trafficking or firearms, treats cer
tain highly serious drug crimes by ju
veniles as predicate offenses for armed 
career criminal purposes, creates a new 
offense covering the commission of se
rious violent crimes and drug crimes 
on the part of the activities of a street 
gang, adds certain serious drug crimes 
to the list of offenses requiring 
fingerprinting and the retention of 
records for recidivist juvenile offend
ers, extends the range of sanctions au
thorized for juvenile offenders to in
clude post-incarceration supervised re
lease, directs the executive branch to 
develop a national strategy to coordi
nate Federal investigation of gangs, 
and requires inclusion of information 
on gang violence in uniform crime re
ports. 

Most of these provisions of the Re
publican crime control bill have no 
counterparts in the conference bill. 
The few provisions in the conference 
bill that are similar, are weakened or 
watered down. 

I have no doubt in my mind that the 
distinguished Senator from Delaware 
would be for every one of those provi
sions if he could get them in this bill. 

I have no doubt he is tough on crime. 
He wants to be tough. I respect him. 
We are friends. But he is stuck with 
this conference report, the weakest of 
all the things that have been brought 
here on the issue of crime. 

What about sexual violence? This Re
publican Crime Control Act doubles the 
maximum authorized penalty for re
peat sex offenders, and authorize!;) res
titution for victims of sex · offenses
sexual assault, child molestation, and 
child sexual exploitation-whether or 
not physical injury results. The liberal 
conference bill contains no such provi
sions. 

It is not time to do something in this 
area? 

Victims rights. This Republican 
Crime Control Act makes the award of 
restitution for crime victims manda
tory, and adopts other reforms enhanc
ing the scope of restitution and en
forcement of restitution orders. 

In addition, the Crime Control Act 
filed by Senator THURMOND protects 
the victim's right to an impartial jury 
by equalizing the number of peremp
tory challenges accorded to the defense 
and the prosecution in felony cases. 
The conference bill contains none of 
these victims' rights provisions. 

Let us start thinking about victims. 
It is one thing to protect the rights of 
criminals. I want to do that too. I want 
their constitutional rights protected. 
But what about the rights of victims? 
The conference report does not do it. 

In sum, the Republican Crime Con
trol Act is a step in the direction of 
fighting crime and recognizing victims' 
rights. The conference crime bill is a 
step in the direction of criminal rights 
and thwarting law enforcement. 

Mr. President, I have no quarrel with 
my friend from Delaware. I know that 
if he had a way of putting · all these 
provisons in his bill he would. But he is 
dealing off-the-wall people on his side 
of the aisle who basically do not want 
to do anything that is tough on crime, 
and who justify their position by 
standing up and saying they are for the 
constitutional protection of criminals' 
rights. 

Frankly, we are all for that. I do 
want any defendant to be abused by a 
violation of the Constitution. I will 
fight for their rights. But I think that 
the conference report-and I think any
body who fairly looks at it has to come 
to the conclusion-does not fight for 
their rights like it should; for victims' 
rights. It does a pretty good job for 
criminal rights, but not victim rights. 

Frankly, it is time we start thinking 
about the crime on the streets 
throughout our communities, commu
nities that never before had these kind 
of problems. All of us are overrun with 
drugs, with gangs, street gangs, sexual 
violence, all kinds of violent offenses 
to our lives, and it is time to get tough 
about it. 

To be honest with you, I do not care 
if there are 53 capital punishment pro-

visions or 1. If they cannot be enforced, 
they are not really capital punishment 
provisions. Under the conference re
port, they are virtually unenforcible. If 
you look at it carefully, I do not think 
you can refute that statement. Some 
will try. 

Again, I think it is time for us to get 
tough on criminals. The bill filed by 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina gets tough on criminals. It 
uses the Federal power to start stamp
ing out crime. It will result in cleaner 
streets, safer homes, and more safety 
for people throughout our society. At 
the same time, it lets those know who 
are going to commit these crimes that 
they are in trouble. It is about time we 
did that. 

I cannot tell you how disappointed I 
have been in the last two conferences 
in the last two Congresses, where we go 
to conference and the liberals control 
the conference, and they wind up get
ting the softest on crime things they 
possibly can that moot or negate the 
tough-on-crime prov1s10ns, such as 
they are, that remain in the bill, while 
knocking out a bunch of others that 
really should be there. 

Mr. President, I have a lot more to 
say about this, but I presume this will 
go a little longer today and tomorrow, 
and perhaps days afterward. But I have 
to say that these things are true~ I do 
not care how you try and gloss them 
over. 

I know that the distinguished Sen
ator from'Delaware has to argue for his 
side. I feel sorry that he has to argue 
for that side, because it is not a good 
side. That is why we do not want the 
conference report. 

We also know the conference report, 
if it passes, will be vetoed, and we will 
sustain that veto. It is an exercise in 
futility, because it has so many provi
sions that are soft on crime. It has pro
visions that are tough on crime, too. 

I am not saying it is all bad. I sup
port a lot of things in that bill. If you 
add it up in totality and look at these 
few provisions-and I will talk about 
others later-you have to say that all 
of the beating of the breast on how 
tough it is does not amount to one hill 
of beans, as long as they do not correct 
some of these basic errors and basic 
problems with Federal criminal law. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I thought 

the Senator from Utah was going to 
say he feels sorry for the fact that Sen
ator BIDEN has this side because he 
wishes Senator BIDEN was not about to 
shed some light on what he just has 
said. 

Mr. President, I love my friend from 
Utah. He and I have been friends for a 
long time. He is one first-class lawyer. 
He does what all good lawyers do when 
they do not have a case. When they do 
not have a case, they set up a 
strawman, and then they proceed to 
knock down that strawman. Eighty 
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percent of what my good friend said 
has nothing to do with this conference 
report. 

Mr. President, it is a little bit like 
my standing up here and saying, if we 
do not pass this bill , if this bill had 
been law, there would not have been 
but 10 rapes or 10 murders in America. 
This distinguished lawyer, my friend, 
the Senator from Utah, stands up and 
says that this is a procriminal bill, 
that if it were passed, Manson would be 
out of jail. This is really good. Manson 
would be out of jail. Sirhan Sirhan 
would be out of jail. I assume Jack the 
Ripper, if he were alive, would be out of 
jail. I assume that guy just convicted 
in Milwaukee, Dahmer, would be out of 
jail. That is bizarre. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? 

Mr. BIDEN. Yes. 
Mr. HATCH. I said they would have 

the opportunity of continuous appeal 
that will go on and on at a cost to tax
payers and society. They might get out 
of jail, depending upon the cases in the 
Supreme Court, because of the retro
activity provision. 

Mr. BIDEN. I thank my friend for 
that clarification, because what he just 
said was incorrect just now but what I 
thought he had said is bizarre. I apolo
gize. He just said it incorrectly. 

Let me speak to what he just said. 
This notion that all these folks-the 
Utah case he understandably cites, 
which is really a heinous crime that 
was committed, and concerns a fellow 
who has had 17 appeals; if the con
ference report passed, he would have no 
appeals. It is over. He had his 17 ap
peals; finished. He could not have a 
new one. 

By the way, sometimes we make, on 
this floor, substantive arguments, and 
sometimes we make humble argu
ments, and sometimes we appeal to au
thority. Let us assume we continue 
that practice around here. Is it not fas
cinating that my friend says-I will 
paraphrase him, because I do not know 
the exact quote. He said something to 
the effect that anybody who cares 
about crime, anybody who is for this 
bill, has to care more about criminal 's 
rights than victim's rights. 

Why are the police agencies for this? 
Since when did they turn soft on 
crime? Since when are the folks out 
there who get shot, all of a sudden, 
these commy-liberal-symps, who are 
soft on crime, procriminal? Tell that to 
the FOP, that they are soft on crime. 

I dare you to tell that to Dewey 
Stokes, when you are in the Senate 
gym, or the police gym. He will knock 
you on your rear end. 

I dare you to tell that to Chief Sapp 
of my police department in Wilming
ton, DE, that he is soft on crime. He 
will knock your block off. 

I dare you to tell that to the police 
agency, the folks that get out of the 
squad car and come in as they are 

changing shifts and say, by the way, in 
the locker room, you are for criminal 
rights. You are soft on crime. You bet
ter be a good a boxer as I expect the 
Senator from Utah may be. Maybe he 
can say it. I am not as tough as he is. 
I am not going to walk in and say that. 
I will get knocked flat on my rear end. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? I hope he would not try 
and knock me on my rear. 

Mr. BIDEN. I am a peaceful man. 
Mr. HATCH. I am not talking about 

you. 
Let me just say that, look, the ones 

who are really concerned about this, as 
far as criminal law, happen to be pros
ecutors who have to prosecute these 
people and keep those convictions 
alive. The money in this bill is quite 
attractive to law enforcement persons, 
because they understandably want the 
money. Given those attractive aspects 
of this bill, they are more willing than 
the prosecutors to overlook the legal 
deficiencies in the bill. 

But the prosecutors are the ones who 
are teiling us that they cannot live 
with that conference report and do 
their job. I can tell you that the Jus
tice Department does not think they 
can live with it. 

I can tell you that most prosecutors, 
I think, would feel like this. It is a 
pretty pathetic approach to crimin.al 
law in the conference report. They 
would be much better off, if you want 
to convict criminals, and keep those 
convictions, and stop the repetitive ap
peals. For instance, on the point that 
the distinguished Senator was making, 
what woul~ there be to prevent Charles 
Manson, to take an egregious case, 
from filing a habeas petition? Why 
should he not get to rely on Batson 
versus Kentucky, a 1982 case, like 
every other person convicted since 
1982? 

Mr. BIDEN. I would be delighted to 
answer the question. Because it is a 
new rule, and he would not be able to. 

By the way, the Senator says that 
what we are doing is turning back the 
law, and others have said we are turn
ing back the law to 1989 and 1990. He 
has been in jail a long time. Why did he 
not get out in 1989 and 1990 before the 
law was changed, which we are saying 
we want to change back. Why did he 
not get out then? He had been there for 
years and years and years. 

I would expect, as they say in the 
House and the Senate, that we have a 
chance to revise the record, because I 
hope the Senator did not mean what it 
sounded like he said, that the reason 
why the police agencies are for this is 
because they have been bought off in 
this bill. I hope he did not really mean 
that. I would like to give him a chance 
to correct that now. 

Mr. HATCH. If the Senator will yield, 
I believe that the law-enforcement or
ganizations understandably find the 
money in this bill for law enforcement 

attractive. I am not saying they are 
uninterested in the other provisions of 
the bill itself, but it is the prosecutors 
who are most concerned about this 
bill's legal provisions. The prosecutors 
will have to contend with this con
ference bill's legal deficiencies. 

Back to that point on Manson. The 
Senate bill did not have retroactivity; 
therefore, Manson would not have had 
a chance in the world of invoking 
Batson. The House bill did, and the 
conference report grabbed the retro
activi ty provision which gives Manson 
a right to invoke Batson, even though 
it is a case that occurred long after his 
conviction and his sentence. And that 
is the problem here. The distinguished 
Senator from Delaware knows that 
there is retroactivity in his bill. He 
knows that it opens up new legal ave
nues for these criminals who are con
victed. 

President Bush, for instance, re
ceived a letter from the majority of the 
States attorneys general, and these are 
the officials most familiar with legal 
issues raised by this crime bill. Most 
police officers are not attorneys, and 
do not have to prosecute, and do not 
really know all of these provisions 
from the criminal law standpoint. That 
is not their major interest. 

Sure, they are understandably con
cerned about increasing funds for law 
enforcement. When they hear the argu
ments of the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware, it sounds like it is a 
tough crime bill until they hear the ar
gument as to why it is not from the at
torneys general who have to prosecute 
these matters, including the Attorney 
General of the United States. 

The State attorneys general do not 
need anyone to explain to them the 
meaning of retroactivity or why it con
stitutes a threat to the validity of 
every single State criminal conviction. 
It does not take extraordinary legal ex
pertise to figure it out. That is why the 
State attorneys general, most of whom 
are Democrats, have written to Presi
dent Bush hoping that we can get a bill 
like Senator THURMOND has found. 

And what message did these State of
ficials, both Democrats and Repub
licans, give that they wanted to convey 
to President Bush? They wrote to ex
press their "alarm over the habeas cor
pus provision contained in H.R. 3371 as 
passed by the House and urge the 
President to veto any bill containing 
those provisions." 

What did the crime conference do 
with the habeas corpus provision? 

Mr. BIDEN. Excuse me. I think the 
Senator from Delaware still has the 
floor. Was that a question to me? 

Mr. HATCH. No; I was answering the 
Senator's question to me. I am glad to 
yield back, but it is not as simple as 
the distinguished Senator from Dela
ware is making it. 

Mr. BIDEN. Flat out the Senator 
from Utah is wrong with reference to 
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Charles Manson and · the other cases 
that he speaks to. 

But let me go through more specifi
cally and then I will be happy to yield 
the floor. I see others are here. We have 
now determined from the Republican 
position that the police agencies either 
have no brains and/or have been bought 
off by the money in the bill, because 
anybody who had any brains, it was 
just stated, would know that this lets 
out the Charles Mansons of the world 
or gives them a chance to get out. Sim
ply not true, No. 1. 

But if it means that, I guess I have 
no brains and the police agencies have 
no brains, No. 2. It is the money in the 
bill that the police want and the reason 
why the police are supporting this bill. 
Wow. 

No. 3, it is the attorneys general, al
most all of whom are either political 
appointees or run for election, Demo
crats as well as Republican, the most 
dangerous thing most of them do is 
have to worry about paper cuts when 
they are filing answers on appeal and 
habeas corpus petitions. 

Cops get shot dead. 
Let me leave that alone. I will let the 

police settle that with everybody. The 
fact of the matter is that there are lim
ited appeals. 

Let me talk about habeas corpus for 
a minute now since it is getting so 
skewed. 

No. 1, the number of petitions is one 
and the number of times that a person 
can file a petition is one and they have 
to do it within 1 year-shorter than the 
current law. That is what is in the con
ference report. 

No more filing 10 petitions, no more 
filing 10 petitions in 10, 20 or 30 years. 
Those examples are not relevant. 

No. 2, any second petition rule in the 
conference bill is tougher than the cur
rent cause-and-prejudice standard that 
exists in the present law. Not only 
must a petitioner show cause and prej
udice in order to be able to file a sec
ond petition, but he or she must also 
show one of the following: that they 
are innocent and they have evidence of 
that. 

I assume we would not deny someone 
that. Someone comes along and says, 
"Charlie is in jail for killing Cock 
Robin, but I killed Cock Robin." But I 
am assuming we will allow someone to 
file a habeas corpus petition to say, 
"See, I am innocent, someone else ad
mitted to the crime," or to say, as has 
happened in cases, evidence comes for
ward · that the police and/or the pros
ecution or anyone else withheld evi
dence that would have shown, as has 
occurred in the past, the innocence of a 
person, should not someone be able to 
file and say we now found out that they 
never let the train schedule into the 
RECORD that shows I was in Oshkosh, 
when the evidence was, the crime was 
committed elsewhere? 

They have to show that, Mr. Presi
dent, they are innocent. Or, they have 

to show that the sentence imposed 
upon them was unlawful, that is, it did 
not comport with the statute. They got 
sent to jail for 10 years and the statute 
says you can only go to jail for 5 years. 

That is the condition upon which 
they can file a second petition. 

And there are no new rules. The no 
new rule pledge of the Teague versus 
Lane case is honored here and ex
panded. 

The bill says: ''The court shall not 
apply a new rule, section 204." More
over, it goes further and made two ex
ceptions for decriminalizing rules and 
watershed rules in criminal procedure 
to this no new rule standard. 

They made two exceptions where this 
no new rule principle would not apply. 
In the conference report we eliminated 
those. We do not even allow those two 
exceptions. 

Fourth, the only place where the con
ference report changes current law is 
on the definition of a new rule revers
ing Butler versus McKellar. The con
ference report rejects Butler's defini
tion-and that is true. Any rule about 
which State court judges could reason
ably disagree because that definition 
did not include old rule cases, the case 
was decided before the prisoner was 
convicted. Instead, the conference re
port defines new rules as rules · that 
make a "clear break from precedent 
and could not reasonably have been an
ticipated"; section 204. 

Mr. President, let me give you an ex
ample of what I mean by that. 

Suppose the Supreme Court decided 
tomorrow that police had to tell 
arrestees the extent of the possible 
penalty they faced in the possible sen
tence. And suppose the Supreme Court 
said not likely with this Court. But 
suppose it said a failure to do so vio
lated the Constitution. 

Now, no one on death row today 
could use that new rule enunciated by 
the Supreme Court to get a new trial 
based on the claim that when he or she 
was· arrested they were not told about 
the sentence. The rule is a new rule. 
That rule, if it were to come down, 
would be a new rule, a new one, since it 
was announced after the person's con
viction. The conference report would 
not-would not-benefit prisoners on 
death row, as Senator HATCH has 
charged. 

It is a little bit of hyperbole, I re
spectfully suggest, on the part of the 
Senator from Utah, to take our eye off 
the ball here. 

Mr. President, Senator THURMOND 
charged that the conference bill under
mines law enforcement. Law enforce
ment groups representing more than 
500,000 of the 700,000 police in America, 
those on the front lines, they endorse 
and ask for the passage of this con
ference report-half a million police of
ficers. 

Senator THURMOND and Senator 
GRAMM's bill and Senator HATCH's ref-

erence to the victims of crime, first of 
all, it cuts funds to victims of sexual 
assault and child abuse. Their bill cu ts 
funds and it cuts funds to all crime vic
tims and gives this to State and Fed
eral administrative bureaucracies, to 
let them decide what to do with it. 

Ironically, now that they want to 
."lift the cap," "the reason we wanted 
to lift the cap,'' the administration 
said "if they lift the cap, it was veto 
bait." The Republicans said they did 
not want to lift the cap before. Now 
they come along and say they want to 
lift the cap. 

I am not suggesting it is disingen
uous, but I am suggesting it is a timely 
change of spirit. 

The conference bill at the desk 
grants victims the right to speak at 
sentencing, speak against the person 
who committed the crime against 
them. The conference report that they 
will not let us vote on removes the cap 
on the crime victims fund which they 
opposed before but now are for. 

The conference bill that they will not 
let us vote on prohibits attempts by 
Medicare to use the crime victims fund 
to pay for expenses now paid by other 
Federal agencies. 

The exclusionary rule. In general, let 
us get the facts straight, keep our eye 
on the ball here. The exclusionary 
rule-by the way, for anybody listening 
who is not a lawyer, what that means 
is evidence seized by the police, accord
ing to the court, illegally, violating 
someone's constitutional rights, is not 
admissible into court against that per
son. That is the exclusionary rule. 

Now, in all the cases-I said there are 
5.6 million felonies every year. How 
many times did the issue of evidence 
being excluded come up? Less than 1 
percent. Let us assume they are right
and they are indeed wrong-less than 1 
percent. In that conference report the 
Republicans will not let us vote on, we 
exempt mistakes made by police offi
cers in good faith if they have a war
rant in their hand and they make a 
mistake. So that reduces the 1 percent 
significantly lower, whatever that is, 
and I do not know what that number is, 
but less than 1 percent. 

We codify the Leon case. My friend 
from Utah says well, the fifth circuit 
came along and said in a warrantless 
search, if a good faith mistake is made, 
it should be exempted. We do not say 
the Supreme Court cannot reach that 
decision. But that is not the law of the 
land. That is one of the circuits. That 
is the fifth circuit, not the Supreme 
Court. And all we say is we codify 
Leon, a Supreme Court decision. 

We do not stop the Supreme Court 
from coming along and taking a look 
at the fifth circuit rule and say we 
agree with that rule. The conference 
bill does not limit current reach of the 
exclusionary rule. It merely codifies it. 
These folks want to change the reach. 
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I would note there is no one more ar

ticulate on the subject of the exclu
sionary rule than the Republican Sen
ator, a former attorney general, from 
the State of New Hampshire. Have him 
talk to you about that rule, my con
servative friends. 

Your home is your castle; right. Do 
you want a policeman to be able to say 
"I have no warrant. I have not gone to 
a judge. I have not established probable 
cause. I knocked down your door, I 
found something in your house, and I 
want to use it against you. And, by the 
way, I made a mistake. I really 
thought you were the criminal." Does 
that lend itself to abuse for targeted 
people? 

I thought conservatives thought that 
your home was your castle. I thought 
conservatives thought that for some
one to knock down the door they bet
ter have a darn good reason and have 
gone to a magistrate to say, "Look, I 
think they are doing something bad in 
there and here is what I think they are 
doing. I want a search warrant." 

This does not affect hot pursuit. You 
are running after somebody. They have 
the stolen goods in their pocket and 
they are running home. You can knock 
the door down. But these folks, my 
friends on the Republican side, want to 
say, with or without a warrant. The 
conference report though, does not 
even speak to that. All it says is it 
codifies the Leon case. 

Senator THURMOND says 14 habeas 
corpus cases are overturned or rejected 
by us. That is simply not true. Simply 
not true. 

I ask unanimous consent that, in the 
interest of time, I may put in the 
RECORD at this moment six pages of 
material which I entitle "The Big Lie" 
for people to be able to study over the 
evening, refuting-without taking the 
time of the Senate now, because I see 
my friend from Iowa is here to speak 
and I want to give him a chance to do 
that-refuting this baseless assertion 
that the conference report, which the 
Republicans will not let us vote on, 
that the Republicans are filibustering, 
that it does not overturn 14 cases. I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE BIG LIE 

Why the Administration is wrong when it 
claims that 22 Supreme Court case:; are over
ruled by the conference bill. 

The Administration has asserted, incor
rectly, that up to 22 Supreme Court cases 
will be overruled in the conference bill. The 
truth is this: The conference bill makes only 
two procedural changes in existing law-not 
twenty-two substantive changes as the Ad
ministration claims. 

HABEAS CORPUS CASES 

The claim that fourteen habeas corpus 
cases are "overturned" or "rejected" by the 
conference bill is wrong. Only one of the al
leged 14 ·cases is changed by the conference 

bill and the only change is a change of defini
tion. Prisoners are limited to one petition in 
one year-no excuses, no loopholes. 

1. Teague v. Lane (1989): (Holding codified) 

Holds no new rules apply to habeas cases 
with two exceptions (for decriminalizing 
rules and watershed rules of criminal proce
dure). Teague defines a "new rule," in part, 
as a rule that "breaks new ground." 

The conference bill codifies the "no new 
rules" holding of Teague (narrowing it by ex
cluding the exceptions) and defines "new 
rule" as a "clear break" with precedent. 
2. Butler v . McKellar (1990): (Holding changed 

by bill) 

Holds prisoner cannot benefit from a prin
ciple that was announced before he was con
victed because it defines "new rules" as any 
rule about which state court judges could 
disagree. 

The conference bill changes the definition 
of a "new rule" to include only those rules 
that break sharply with past precedent. 
3. Saffl.e v. Parks (1990): (Holding unchanged by 

bill) 

Holds prisoner is not entitled to benefit 
from a new rule barring antisympathy in
structions. 

The conference bill yields the same result 
because the claim would amount to a "new 
rule" and no "new rules" are permitted 
under the conference bill. 
4. Solem v. Stumes (1984): (Holding unchanged 

by bill) 

Holds that the decision in Edwards v. Ari
zona (requiring prisoner to initiate question
ing after he has asked for a lawyer) does not 
require new trials for cases decided before 
Edwards because law enforcement could not 
reasonably anticipate the Edwards rule. 

The conference bill yields the same result 
because the claim would amount to a "new 
rule" that could not reasonably have been 
anticipated and no "new rules" are per
mitted under the conference bill. 

5. Barefoot v. Estelle (1983): (Holding 
unchanged by bill) 

Creates standards for a stay of execution 
and provides that appeals may be handled on 
any expedited basis. 

The Conference bill does not disturb this 
holding, but (like the Administration's own 
proposal) it establishes a simpler procedure 

· for stays of execution and requires (rather 
than simply permits) that proceedings be: ex
pedited over a single year. 

6. Murray v. Giarrantano (1989) : (Holding 
unchanged by bill) 

Holds that prisoners have no constitutional 
right of access to appointed counsel at the 
habeas stage of proceedings in a death pen
alty case. 

The conference bill makes no change in the 
result of this case or the rule that there is no 
constitutional right to counsel for habeas ap
peals. 

7. Pennsylvania v. Finley (1987): (Holding 
unchanged by bill) 

Holds that prisoners have no constitutional 
right to effective assistance of counsel at the 
habeas stage of proceedings in a non-death 
penalty case. 

Same as Giarrantano above-no change. 
8. Ross v. Moffitt (1974): (Holding unchanged by 

bill) 

Holds that the right to counsel does not ex
tend to habeas proceedings (non-death pen
alty case). 

Same as Giarrantano above-no change. 

9. Murray v. Carrier (1986): (Holding unchanged 
by bill) 

Holds that a prisoner gives up his claim if 
he does not raise it in state court, known as 
the rule of "procedural default". 

The conference bill makes no change in 
this result, except in a future case if the 
State had refused to provide a lawyer to a 
defendant charged with a death penalty 
crime. 
10. Smith v. Murray (1986) : (Holding unchanged 

by bill) 
Holds that a prisoner gives up his claim if 

he does not raise it in state court, known as 
the rule of "procedural default." 

Same as Carrier above. 
11. Engle v. Isaac (1982): (Holding unchanged 

by bill) 
Holds that a prisoner gives up his claim if 

he does not raise it in state court, known as 
the rule of "procedural default." 

Same as Carrier above. 
12. Wainwright v. Sykes (1977): (Holding 

unchanged by bill) 
Holds that a prisoner gives up his claim if 

he does not raise it in state court, known as 
the rule of "procedural default." 

Same as Carrier above. 
13. Fay v. Noia (1963): (Holding unchanged by 

bill) 
Holds that a prisoner gives up his claim if 

he does not raise it in state court, known as 
the rule of "procedural default." 

Same as Carrier above. (Note: This case es
tablished standards for procedural default 
that have already been overruled by the Su
preme Court). 
14. Sumner v. Matta (1981): (Holding unchanged 

by bill) 
Holds that, on a habeas appeal, the Court 

must assume the facts as the state court 
found them. 

The conference bill makes no change in 
this result, except in a future case if the 
State refused to provide a lawyer to a de
fendant charged with the death penalty. 

DEATH PENALTY CASES 

The death penalty procedures in the con
ference bill are virtually identical to proce
dures passed by the Senate. No change is 
made in state death penalty laws. 

15. Blystone v. Pennsylvania (1990): (Holding 
unchanged by bill) 

Upholds state procedures that require a 
jury to impose the death penalty in certain 
circumstances. 

The conference bill makes no change in 
state laws that adopt such a procedure. The 
conference bill only affects the new federal 
death penalty; it does not change in any way 
State death penalty laws. 

16. Boyde v. California (1990): (Holding 
unchanged by bill) 

Upholds state laws that require a jury to 
impose the death penalty in certain cir
cumstances. 

Same as for Blystone (above)-no change 
in State death penalty laws. 

17. Lowenfield v. Phelps (1988): (Holding 
unchanged by bill) 

Upholds state laws that permit an overlap 
between the elements of the crime and the 
special factors which justify the death pen
alty. 

Same as Blystone (above)-no change in 
State procedures. 

18. Clemons v. Mississippi (1990): (Holding 
unchanged by bill) 

Upholds state laws that permit an appel
late court to reweigh factors under which 
jury sentenced defendant to death. 
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Same as Blystone (above)-no change in 

State procedures. 
EXCLUSIONARY RULE CASES 

The conference bill adopts the good faith 
exception to the exclusionary rule-it does 
not overrule either of the cases the Adminis
tration claims are overruled. 

19. United States v. Leon (1984): (Holding 
unchanged by bill) 

Creates a "good faith" exception to the ex
clusionary rule for evidence seized as pro
vided in a warrant. 

The conference bill affirms Leon's holding, 
creating a "good faith" exception to the ex
clusionary rule. 
20. Massachusetts v. Sheppard (1984): (Holding 

codified by bill) 
Applies "good faith" exception to the ex

clusionary rule to a case in which the wrong 
warrant form was used. 

Same as Leon above-adopting good faith 
exclusion. 

HARMLESS ERROR CASES 

The conference bill would not change the 
result in either of the cases the Administra
tion cites but it would change the effect of 
statements made in the Fulminate case that 
coerced confessions-even if coerced by tor
ture-can be used to convict. The conference 
bill would not allow a person to be convicted 
based on a tortured confession. 

21. Arizona v. Fulminate (1991): (Holding 
changed by bill) 

This decision states that, in a future case, 
a coerced confession-even if coerced by tor
ture-may be used to convict, overruling 
long-established law to the contrary. 

The conference bill would not change the 
result in Fulminante but would change the 
reasoning governing future cases by making 
it clear that coerced confessions should not 
be used to convict. 

22. Milton v. Wainwright (1972): (Holding 
unchanged by bill) 

In a case where the defendant confessed 
three times, Court concludes that any Sixth 
Amendment (counsel) violation relating to 
one of the 3 redundant confessions was harm
less error. 

The conference bill does not change the re
sult or the reasoning of this Sixth Amend
ment case; it bars harmless error analysis 
only in cases where the confession is coerced 
within the meaning of the Fifth or Four
teenth amendments. 

Mr. BIDEN. Further, Senator THUR
MOND spoke about the admissibility of 
coerced confessions. The conference 
bill adopts a traditional rule of barring 
the use of coerced confessions at trials, 
leaving the law where it has been for 
decades. 

Mr. President, you can argue the def
inition of what constitutes a coerced 
confession and whether it should be al
lowed under certain circumstances
that is, whether or not the confession 
is coerced-but it would allow, if you 
adopt their language, someone to take 
a rubber hose, as I read it, and beat a 
confession out of somebody. God bless 
America. They did that during the In
quisition in the 15th century. They did 
that in England before our Founding 
Fathers. They did not use a rubber 
hose; they did not have rubber then, 
rubber hoses. 

Mr. President, the rule they want is 
if a coerced confession-I will ask my 

staff to correct me if I am wrong in 
this-if a coerced confession occurred 
and the police would have found out 
the same information had they not co
erced the confession, then the coerced 
confession is OK. 

Now, I wonder how many people, if 
that rule is adopted, might find them
selves on the other end of physical ac
tivities. They might begin to adopt 
that interesting dissent of our friend, 
newly nominated and confirmed Su
preme Court Justice Clarence Thomas, 
who, in a case involving an eighth 
amendment case, Mr. President, just 
decided, wrote an interesting dissent, 
joined only by the distinguished Jus
tice Scalia. Everyone else voting the 
other way. 

In that case, there was a prisoner in 
jail, shackled, leg irons, wrist irons, 
leather belt, legs and wrists tied to the 
belt with chains. He gets knocked down 
by the guards, apparently controverted 
evidence, with guards kicking him up 
and about the head while he is lying on 
the ground unable to even raise his 
hands over his head. And they dislodge 
teeth, crack a bridge, and I think cause 
a concussion. Do not hold me to that 
last point. I think it was a concussion 
as well. So that prisoner says, "Hey, 
not in America. I deserve to be in pris
on. You can put me in solitary confine
ment, you can call my mother names, 
you can lock me up, but you do not 
have a right to put me in chains, knock 
me on the ground, and kick me in the 
head with the Supervisor saying, 'Do 
not have too much fun, fellas.'" And 
our distinguished new Justice said 
something fascinating. I am paraphras
ing. I think this is a quote, but since I 
do not have the decision in front of me, 
I want to make sure I am paraphrasing. 

He said-I think this is the exact ver
biage, but it goes like this: It may be 
immoral. It may even be tortious. But 
it is not cruel and unusual punishment 
under the eighth amendment. 

Could be tortious but not cruel and 
unusual. And do you know why? Be
cause no serious injury resulted. 

Again paraphrasing the majority 
opinion written by Sandra Day O'Con
nor, she says something to the effect: 
That means you could use cattle prods 
and rubber hoses. You know, "no seri
ous injury." 

If you are real good at it-not her 
speaking; me now-if you are real good 
in the use of a rubber hose, you can in
flict a lot of pain without any injury. I 
do not think any of us are good enough 
at that, but there are those who are 
good. 

In the 19th and early 20th century, in 
other parts of the world, Turkish pris
ons, allegedly, and in other prisons, 
they developed that technique very 
well. But we in America, usually say: 
Oh, you should not do that. 

Now, coerced confessions. The Ful
minate case says a coerced confession 
can be found to be harmless error. And 

the gravamen of that is that as long as 
there were other ways they would have 
been able to convict the person and 
they have that other evidence, they do 
not throw the case out merely because 
they may, in the first instance, have 
coerced a confession. 

Whoa, Mr. President; whoa, whoa, 
whoa, whoa, whoa. 

Reasonable people can disagree, but 
that is what we are talking about. The 
conference report adopts the tradi
tional rule barring the use of coerced 
confessions at trial. 

These are not mistakes, Mr. Presi
dent. This is not where a police officer 
or a prison guard fails to tell them 
their rights, and there is a technicality 
and they fail to tell them their rights, 
and the person spills the beans and 
says: I did it; I killed 99 people. So it 
gets thrown out because they were not 
informed of their rights. This is not 
within those. This is where somebody 
coerces a confession. That can mean 
anything from a rubber hose to saying: 
I will lock you up in jail forever; no 
one knows you are here. You cannot 
call your lawyer, whatever. It could 
mean we are going to go get your 
mother. 

Mr. President, we use the basic, old 
traditional rules. I do not call that a 
technicality. Do you know what I 
mean? That is not a technicality. But 
obviously people disagree. I just want 
to set the record straight. We used a 
traditional definition in the conference 
report. 

This is supposed to be such a tough 
bill my Republican colleagues offer. 
Granted, they took a lot of the tough 
provisions in the conference report and 
they put them in their bill. I acknowl
edge that. They took what is on the 
desk, took pieces of it out that are 
tough, and put it in. 

Let us talk about how tough their 
bill is on guns. The conference bill con
tains the Brady bill, law enforcement's 
top legislative priority. Their bill 
drops the Brady bill. They also drop 
any funding to allow States to update 
their State criminal history system so 
they could find out whether someone is 
a felon before they go buy a gun. 

It does not contain the Brady bill, 
even though it passed both Houses. 
That is tougher than this bill? Assum
ing it had a remote chance to ever get 
through the process and become law, as 
if they believed that could possibly 
happen-but let us assume it did-there 
is no provision on terrorism in the Re
publican bill. Let me be more precise. 
We create new Federal crimes for will
ful violations of FAA security regula
tions. One of the causes in the bombing 
of flight 103, over Lockerbie, Scotland. 
To the best of my knowledge, the Re
publican bill does not contain that pro
vision. Is that tougher? 

With regard to prisons, we provide 
$700 million to construct 10 new re
gional prisons, each of which would 
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house 800 State and 200 Federal pris
oners. The Republican bill does nothing 
to help the States put dangerous and 
violent criminals in prison. 

The conference report which the Re
publicans are filibustering and will not 
let us vote on authorizes $150 million 
to construct 10 boot camps for non
violent first-time offenders. The Re
publican bill does not authorize new 
funding for the creation of Federal 
military-style boot camps on closed 
military bases-Federal. 

The conference report the Repub
licans are filibustering and will not let 
us vote on mandates the creation of 
rural crime and drug task forces in 
every judicial district with large rural 
areas. The Republican bill, which has 
not even begun the process yet, guts 
the conference report rural crime pro
vision by making the establishment of 
rural crime task forces optional, know
ing that these task forces will never be 
created because the President and the 
Attorney General have been on record 
all along as opposing the conference re
port's rural crime initiative. 

The conference bill, anticrime bill, 
that the police support, that the Re
publicans are filibustering, that is sit
ting at the desk, maintains the current 
commitment to crime victims. The Re
publican bill takes approximately S3 to 
$4 million away from local crime vic
tims' assistance programs, particularly 
funds for domestic violence shelters 
and rape crisis centers, the most seri
ous problem, in my view, that we have 
today. Tough? 

The conference report at the desk, 
which the Republicans are filibustering 
and will not allow us to vote on, and 
have not allowed us to vote on for 94 
days, ensures that direct compensation 
to victims is the highest priority item 
in the crime victims' fund. The Repub
lican bill introduced yesterday, which 
is going nowhere, cuts the amount of 
money available for direct compensa
tion to victims of violent crime and sex 
offenders and gives it to State and Fed
eral administrative bureaucracies. 
Whatever happened to direct aid, local? 

The conference bill, which the Repub
licans have been filibustering for 94 
days and have not allowed us to vote 
on, bans the transfer of money from 
State and local drug aid to Federal 
agencies when Congress has earmarked 
the funds for State and local crime and 
drug efforts. The Republican bill allows 
the transfer of these funds that Con
gress has earmarked for State and 
local agencies to pay for Federal pro- · 
grams. Tough? 

The conference bill, which the Repub
licans have not allowed us to vote on 
for 94 days, sitting there at the desk as 
we speak, five votes away from becom
ing the law of the land, assuming the 
President signs-or vetoes; depending 
on what he does-contains no new man
dates on State and local criminal jus
tice agencies. 

When we hear from the attorneys 
general they so often speak to: Do not 
give us a mandate without the money. 
We are tired of the Federal Govern
ment imposing their views on us and 
telling us to do things without provid
ing the resources when they tell us 
what to do. 

The Republican bill contains cuts to 
front-line State and local law enforce
ment agencies by $50 million by man
dating expensive new drug testing pro
grams without providing the money to 
pay for the testing. Your Governors 
and attorneys general will be very 
happy with that. 

The conference report, which is five 
votes short of being able to be voted on 
and becoming law-or at least being 
sent to the President-which the police 
agencies of this Nation, representing 
half a million police, strongly support, 
and which the Republicans are filibus
tering, mandates drug testing for 
arrestees and convicts in the Federal 
criminal justice system and mandates 
them all to be drug tested. 

That is what we say in that bill right 
there. The Republican bill makes drug 
testing in Federal courts optional, al
lowing judges to decide whether to re
quire drug testing for criminals. The 
conference report makes such drug 
testing in Federal courts mandatory. A 
tough Republican bill? 

The conference report, which we have 
not been allowed to vote on for 94 days 
because of Republican filibusters and 
threat of filibuster, bans the consider
ation of wealth or social status in de
ciding where convicts will serve time. 
The Republican bill-if I were being 
cynical, I would say understandably
perpetuates the current system that al
lows serious Federal criminals to serve 
their time in minimum security, which 
is referred to as Club Fed as opposed to 
Club Med prisons based on wealth. If 
you are white and wealthy, maybe you 
will ·get one of those Club Feds to go 
to. If you are poor and white or poor 
and black, you go to the big house. You 
do not get to play tennis. That is what 
we said. We want all, all of them, to go 
to the same place without regard to 
whether they are wealthy or not. 

Senator THURMOND said he supports 
the authorization for the programs he · 
has now put in the Republican bill. I 
want to point out to him-and I am 
glad he does, he is a man of his word
the administration opposed virtually 
every one of the programs that is now 
in the Republican crime bill, taken in 
large part from the conference report 
at the desk. 

Why did they oppose it last year? 
Why did the Republican President say 
he would veto it and now they say they 
are for it? Funny thing, when election 
year is due. Let me just read a few let
ters, a few quotes from the Attorney 
General. I will not bother with that. I 
ask unanimous consent-no, I am going 
to do it. You might as well hear it so 

we all know what we are talking about. 
l withdraw my unanimous-consent re
quest. I want to read the provisions in 
the Republican bill-the Republican 
bill introduced yesterday-that the ad
ministration has opposed. I assume 
they have not had an election-year 
conversion. Maybe they have. I cannot 
say for sure what their view is now. I 
can tell you what it was. 

State and local law enforcement 
funding. This is Attorney General 
Thornburgh speaking for the adminis
tration when the Biden crime bill con
taining these provisions that are now 
in the Republican crime bill were 
brought before the Senate and the com
mittee: 

Title I would increase the authorization 
level for State and local law enforcement to 
Sl billion. The Department of Justice op
poses these provisions. 

The President of the United States 
controls the Department of Justice. 
The President of the United States op
poses the very provision taken from 
the Biden bill now put in the Repub
lican bill. I guess everybody opposes 
the President as. well, not just the 
Democrats, but Republicans, too. 

Federal law enforcement aid: 
Title IX contains several authorizations 

for Federal law enforcement agencies. We op
pose these provisions because they are not 
consistent with the budgetary request of the 
President. 

Meaning President Bush. 
Once again, not only have the Repub

licans seen the wisdom of the Biden 
crime bill, but they have also seen the 
folly of the President's position on 
crime because they are now for that. 
The President is opposed to it. 

The Police Corps. This is the admin
istration speaking now: 

The administration strongly opposes the 
police corps proposal. We do not believe the 
police corps proposal can be justified. 

It was in the Biden crime bill. It is 
now in the Thurmond Republican 
crime bill. Once again, I am delighted 
that they now agree. But I find it inter
esting that they now oppose the Presi
dent as well. 

I wonder where the President's 
friends are? He does not seem to have 
anybody out there. He does not seem to 
have enough out there in the Repub
lican primaries. He is obviously losing 
them out here on the floor as well. 

Law enforcement scholarships: 
We also recommend against enactment of 

the new scholarship program for in-service 
officers proposed in subtitle B of title VIII. 

Ref erring to the Biden crime bill. 
The Republicans yesterday, after 

months of opposing the proposal, lifted 
it, which I am glad they did, put it in 
the Republican crime bill, once again, 
for the fourth time, taking issue with 
the President, once again isolating the 
President. It looks like he is wrong 
again, according to the Republicans. 

Boot camps for State prisoners: The 
administration is speaking: 
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There is no justification for singling out 

this particular approach, much less requiring 
the Federal Government to establish and run 
directly boot camp facilities for State pris
oners. 

As I understand it, Republicans de
cided the wisdom of the Biden approach 
and the Biden bill, took it out and 
made it a Republican proposal, which I 
am delighted with, but once again join
ing the rest of the Nation in saying, 
"Mr. President, you are wrong on 
crime." At least we are gaining a con
sensus here, that the President is 
wrong. 

Increased funding for Federal pris
ons. The administration: 

Section 201 would authorize $600 million to 
construct 10 regional prisons and $100 million 
to operate such prisons for the year. The De
partment of Justice opposes this proposal. 

I am, frankly, not quite sure what 
the Republicans have in their bill. Do 
they have this in their bill? They have 
$500 million instead of $700 million. So 
maybe the administration supports 

· their provision. The administration op
poses $700 million. They made it clear 
to us they opposed the State piece. So 
in fairness to our Republican friends, 
maybe they support this provision. I 
doubt it, but maybe. 

Youth violent antigang proposal. The 
administration speaking: 

This provision would establish a new juve
nile antigang grant program. We oppose this 
provision. 

Justice Department, President Bush. 
I am so stunned by this, I keep ask

ing my staff whether the Republicans 
really put this in their proposal. Ap
parently they put this in their pro
posal. Now that is in the Republican 
bill. Congratulations. Take it out of 
the Biden bill, put it in the Republican 
bill. I am for it. But once again, one, 
two, three, four, five, six, probably 
seven-guaranteed six places the Re
publican bill now takes issue with the 
President on funding, probably seven. 
So far we are in agreement, Repub
licans and Democrats; the President is 
wrong on crime, on these issues any
way. 

Rural crime: 
Section 1501 would authorize $15 million 

for drug enforcement. The Department of 
Justice opposes this authorization. 

That is the Justice Department 
speaking. 

"Section 1504 of the Biden bill"-this 
is a quote--" directs the director of 
Glyn co training facility" , that is in 
Georgia, "to develop specialized train
ing programs for rural drug enforce
ment. We oppose this provision." The 
Justice Department. 

Let me ask again, did they actually 
put all this in the bill? Apparently this 
is in the Republican bill introduced 
yesterday out of the Biden bill. God 
bless them. Once again-let me count 
here, I do not want to lose count--1, 2, 
3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-10 major authoriza
tions the President said he was opposed 

to, the Justice Department said he was 
opposed to, we said we were for, the Re
publicans now say they are for. So once 
again we are gaining unanimity here, 
the Republicans and Democrats oppose 
the President who is tough on crime I 
should say. 

Drug emergency areas: "The Depart
ment of Justice opposes this proposal." 
Having these drug emergency areas and 
$300 million in the Biden bill and it is 
in the conference report. Did they ac
tually put that in, $300 million? My Re
publican colleagues, after opposing 
that, are now, for it. Again, congratu
lations. They are for it. Is that 11 times 
now they are opposed to the President 
on the funding issues? This is interest
ing. 

Drunk Driving Protection Act: "We 
have reservations about the appro
priateness of this measure." That is 
the measure that says, if a drunk per
son who is not a minor gets in an auto
mobile and has a minor in that car and 
is arrested, the penalty is higher be
cause he has a minor in the car, be
cause minors cannot look at their fa
thers and say-no 10-year-old kid is 
going to say daddy, you are not getting 
in the car. You are drunk. It takes a 
lot of courage for a child to do that. 
Parents should know they are going to 
get penalized if they do that to their 
children. 

My friends opposed that, I think, 
when we had it originally. The admin
istration appears to oppose it. Now 
they have adopted it in the 94 days 
they filibustered this bill containing 
that provision and all the provisions I 
have just read. 

Fascinating. Mandatory victim res
titution. Justice Department: 

We are concerned that the requirements of 
this section will merely create false hopes in 
the victims that money will be available. 

The Republicans took that language, 
and put it in the Republican bill. The 
administration opposed it. They now 
support it, after having opposed it the 
previous 6, 8, 10 months. I do not know 
how long that has been bouncing 
around. Once again, further proof of 
Republicans showing us the President 
does not know how to approach the 
crime problem. 

Again, it is amazing what unifies us. 
It seems one of the things that is uni
fying us around here is we all agree the 
President is wrong on crime, or at least 
wrong on big chunks of it-wrong on 
the funding of it, wrong on the author
ization process. Again, it is amazing 
what unifies us. We have very different 
views on everything, except we seem to 
all agree the President does not have a 
clue on the funding side. 

Mandatory penalties for ice. That is 
a drug which is highly addictive. It is a 
methamphetamine. It is a serious prob
lem. You have seen on "60 Minutes," I 
guess, and these other programs-I am 
not sure, those kinds of programs-how 
it was coming out of Hawaii and so on. 

We put a provision in the Biden bill. 
Let me read what our friends at the 

Justice Department said: 
Section 1512 would apply minimum pen

al ties to trafficking in ice. We question 
whether this particular drug warrants spe
cial treatment under the Federal drug laws. 

My Republican friends questioned 
whether it warranted treatment. I as
sume they have observed over the days 
they have held up the Biden bill that it 
does warrant special treatment because 
it is so insidious. 

Once again, it is a unifying element; 
Democrats and Republicans in the Sen
ate think the President does not know 
what he is talking about with regard to 
the drug, the methamphetamine ice. 

I am even reluctant to be reading 
this because I am afraid I cannot be 
right about this. It is hard to believe, 
because I have not read their entire 
523-page bill, they could disagree so 
much with the President. It is hard to 
believe they could have had such a con
version in 94 days. It is hard to believe, 
having been converted and having con
cluded that the President is wrong, 
they would stop us from voting on a 
bill that contains all these provisions, 
that sits right there at that desk as I 
speak, that they have been filibuster
ing for 94 days. 

Let me make the record clear. If I am 
wrong-and my staff tells me I am 
not-then I apologize. We will correct 
the record, because even to me it is as
tounding that this could be true. 

Community antidrug coalitions-it 
was in the Biden criminal bill-passed 
by the Senate over the opposition of 
our Republican friends and sent down 
the hall. We went to conference. And it 
is in the conference report. In that 
piece of legislation I point to right now 
only waiting for five people to change 
their vote to allow us to vote on it, 
here is what the Department of Justice 
says about it. It says: 

The Department of Justice opposes this 
provision which would establish a new assist
ance program in the department for commu
nity antidrug coalitions. 

Once again it is a very unifying ele
ment. We all agree the President is 
wrong. Republicans think he is wrong. 
Democrats think he is wrong. That is 
not the whole bill, obviously, but it is 
about a couple billion dollars' worth of 
things, and as Everett Dirksen, the fa
mous Republican leader, once said, a 
million here and a million there even
tually adds up to real money. Well, this 
is a billion here and a billion there. 

And so I will ask my staff to add 
these numbers up for me, add them up 
in terms of the 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 
11, 12, 13, 14, 15 proposals that were in 
the Biden crime bill which made it 
through the Senate, made it through 
the House and conference, now sitting 
in the conference report. 

So they have changed their minds in 
94 days to the tune of several billion 
dollars, which I will submit for the 
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record, all those dollars of which are 
sitting in that bill right there in au
thorization form that they are filibus
tering and will not allow us to vote on 
to free up. 

I am truly pleased that the Repub
lican bill introduced yesterday 3, 5, 9 
months after the fact, includes all of 
this. I want to inform my friends, 
though, it is right there, right there, 
those papers with rubberbands on 
them. That is the conference report 
that has all those things. We can start 
in 10 minutes to authorize those. 

So you can understand why I am a 
little bit confused and why I wonder 
whether this is about crime or about 
politics. 

It seems to me it is about only one 
thing. It is either about politics or it is 
about guns, and all the rest of this is 
blue smoke and mirrors. 

As we saw, Mr. President, last time 
when we were going to vote-not on the 
conference report but just on the 
anticrime bill last year, before it got to 
conference-how our friends who feel 
very strongly, and I respect their 
views, I truly do, I disagree but I re
spect them-how our friends from 
Idaho, both Senators from Idaho, as a 
matter of fact, Senator SYMMS and his 
colleague, they kept us from voting on 
a crime bill at all. The Senator seems 
to remember that they held up long 
enough to think we could never pass it 
and get it to the House and get to con
ference before Congress recessed. 

Guess what? A majority of the Mem
bers of the House and Senate feel so 
strongly about doing something about 
crime, notwithstanding the fact that 
we were held up to the 11th hour before 
we got out last year, we nonetheless 
passed the crime bill, and passed the 
conference report. 

So this is either about politics, about 
guns, or about habeas corpus. There 
may be some bells and whistles on the 
fringes of this, but that is the essence 
of what this is about. If it is about 
guns, let us say so. Let us say we are 
not going to allow a tough anticrime 
bill that the police want because we do 
not want the Brady bill. Let them 
stand up and say that because they in
troduced their bill as an alternative, 
although it picked up all the money 
they said they did not want to spend in 
the Biden crime bill, or most of it any
way-it just conveniently dropped out 
the Brady bill. Let us just say that. Let 
them stand up and say that. 

Or say this is just about politics now. 
I understand that by the way. I have 
been here a long time. I have been here 
19 years. I understand that. I am 49 
years old. I have spent most of my 
adult life a U.S. Senator, since age 30. 
I understand politics. I have seen some 
of the best in both parties. 

Let us just say it. I understand it. 
Let us just say straight up front. 

It is an election year. The President 
is in deep trouble. The last Democratic 

President, if I can remember back that 
far, was in trouble at this same time. 
The Democrats tried to play politics 
back then to try to save a sinking ship. 
It did not work. 

So I respect the effort to play politics 
to try to save this sinking ship down
town. But let us just say it instead of 
saying it is about letting Charles Man
son out of jail. 

There is a third possibility. It is 
about habeas corpus. That is real. That 
is a real, genuine, honest-to-goodness 
fight. That is legitimate. 

I am prepared, and I have said to my 
friends, if what they say-think what 
their argument is against the habeas 
corpus provision which toughens ha
beas corpus in that bill. Three say no, 
it does not toughen habeas corpus. 
What it really does is by changing the 
law in habeas corpus those Democrats 
have negated the death penalty. They 
just negated that penalty. 

They have said they want 53 new 
death penalty crimes, BIDEN wrote that 
into the law, but they really do not 
mean it because what they have given 
in 1 hand, 53 death penalties, they have 
taken away in this change in habeas 
corpus. It is malarkey. 

But let us assume it is true. I have a 
solution to that one if that is the prob
lem. Let us just drop the habeas cor
pus. If the thing they worry about is I 
changed the law, or that conference re
port changed the law, to put us in a po
sition where the effect is we let Charles 
Manson out of jail, the logical point is 
if this were not any change in the law, 
nothing would be wrong. It would be 
right where it was. Right? 

I mean everybody can figure that one 
out. The people in the galley are nod
ding their heads. They know that one. 
Everybody else knows that. So we can 
solve it. Let us drop habeas corpus. Do 
not mention the word habeas corpus in 
that conference report or crime bill. 

So see there are three solutions. We 
just straight up tell the American peo
ple this is politics. They will under
stand it because that is what they 
think we do anyway. That is all they 
think we do. They will get the mes
sage. · 

Stand up and say this is about guns 
and let the American people make a 
decision who is right on guns, and let 
us each pay the penalty. Those of us 
who are for the Brady bill, let those 
who think it is a gun control measure 
that violates the second amendment, 
vote against me, and us; and, let those 
who are for the Brady bill vote against 
the people who say they want to drop 
it. 

Let us be big people, walk out there, 
and face the constituents. You tell 
them. Tell them that it is. If it is about 
habeas corpus, then let us drop it; fight 
it another day. Because if we drop it, 
Mr. President, the entire argumenta
tion of my good friend from Utah, my 
fine lawyer friend on the Judiciary 

Committee, falls through the floor. It 
is of no consequence. 

If his entire argument is premised on 
the argument, which is false but it is 
premised on the point that that con
ference bill somehow is going to give 
Charles Manson a better chance to get 
out of jail, let us assume he is right. 
Fine. I give up. Take it out. And let us 
pass the bill. 

But it sure is not about money be
cause they have gone along. That is 
what they used to say. The conference 
report is too expensive. It is not about 
money anymore. They introduced a Re
publican bill that adds $2.8 billion. 
That is the number, $2.8 billion. So 
that is not the problem. It is a problem 
for the President. He is opposed to 
that. 

The total that they add, I just point 
out here, is $3,555,000,000 to join the 
club of the big spenders. Welcome on 
board, guys and women. 

Remember the argument against the 
bill, Mr. President? The Biden bill is 
too expensive, the administration can
not afford that. We are not for that. 
The conference report is too expensive. 

My friend from Utah says the reason 
the police are for this, a half-million 
police are for this, is because they are 
being-he did not say paid off. He 
changed that. He said they are for it 
because of the money. That is what he 
said. 

They gave him a chance to change 
the RECORD even. But that is what he 
said. 

If they are for it for the money, why 
did the Republicans add that money 
into the bill; their bill? I mean, what is 
the answer to that? 

I guess he must really believe they 
will only support the bill whichever 
has the most money. If he does that, he 
should up the ante if he really believes 
that. Put more money in to get the po
lice to support your position. 

I think that is ludicrous as· to why 
the police are for this. I think that is 
in fact not only incorrect, but I think 
it is insulting. 

By the way. Where is the President 
in all of this? Where is the President? 
One thing we all know is the crime bill 
the President sent up to the U.S. Sen
ate has been soundly rejected by the 
Republicans, and soundly rejected by 
the Democrats. So when he goes bounc
ing around the country talking about 
being tough on crime, when having the 
worst crime record of any President of 
the United States of America, or 
maybe more precise, more crimes hav
ing been committed during his term, 
more murders, more rapes, more vio
lent offenses-if that is the measure of 
the success of an administration, if 
that is the tougher-on-crime President, 
obviously the Republicans do not think 
a Republican proposal by a Republican 
President makes sense. because they 
have rejected it; rejected it. 

So again like I said we all agree on 
one thing. But, gee, I hope this does 
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not sound like I think there is politics 
involved here. Let us look at the Presi
dent's budget that he sent us for fiscal 
year 1993, speaking of politics. 

The President's budget-reading from 
the title of the page that says "Budget 
of the United States Government Fis
cal Year 1993. Administration Request 
for State and Local Law Enforcement, 
1993." 

Remember, the election is in 1992, in 
November. So let us look at what their 
total budget for State and local law en
forcement was for 1991, the actual num
ber, $692 million. To be precise, 
$692,194,000. That is what we appro
priated. 

In 1992, $704,467,000 was appropriated 
for local law enforcement, much of 
which was opposed by the President. 
But then he comes along, to put down 
his 1993 budget. Guess what the number 
is for 1993? 710, 750, 800? 704,000,000 was 
the 1992 appropriation. 
· For 1993, the appropriation request is 

$588,507 ,000. Let me get my math 
straight here, about $116 million less 
than this year. I want to make that 
clear. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
page of the President's budget request 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ADMINISTRATION REQUEST FOR STATE AND LOCAL LAW 
ENFORCEMENT-1993 

Research, evaluation, and demonstra-
lion programs ................................... 

Criminal justice statistical programs 
Emergency assistance ...... .................... 
Juvenile justice programs 
Missing children .................................... 
Mariel Cubans ........ .................. .. ........... 
Regional information sharing system 
Anti-drug abuse program 
Child abuse investigation and prosecu-

lion .... .. ..... ..... ....................... ............. 
Judicial child abuse training ................ 
High intensity drug trafficking areas .. . 
Management and administration ... .. .... 

Total ... ........ ...... ............. ............... 

1991 ac
tual 

23,929 
22,095 

72,051 
7,971 
4,963 

14,000 
489,993 

32,024 
25,168 

692.194 

1992 est. 1993 est. 

23,739 23,929 
22,095 24,155 

68,575 7,500 
8,471 7,971 
4,963 

14,500 
'"496:000 497,500 

1,500 
500 

36,000 
26,624 28,952 

704,467 588,507 

Mr. BIDEN. President Bush's budget 
for 1993 cuts aid to State and local law 
enforcement. That is the simple bot
tom line. 

So, Mr. President, while he is cutting 
aid for local law enforcement, his Re
publican friends are joining the Demo
crats in increasing aid for local law en
forcement, requesting authorization 
for increasing aid for local law enforce
ment. 

And once again, the poor President 
and Justice Department appear to be 
totally isolated, in terms of what any
one thinks is right for the country, to 
deal with the crime problem. 

Mr. President, by the way, I want to 
correct the record. My staff pointed 
out that I misspoke. My pronunciation 
is not what it should be. 
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Mr. President, the point is that we 
have an interesting phenomenon going 
on here, Mr. President. 

I will yield the floor now to my 
friend from Iowa as long as he wants it, 
because I expect we are not going to be 
allowed to vote on this anyway with
out getting a cloture motion. We are 
going to file a cloture petition at some 
point, if it is not already filed, and we 
are going to force a vote on this. But, 
again, they require us to have a super
majority to break the filibuster. 

So I have no reluctance to yield the 
floor to my friend from Iowa, though I 
will say, and maybe he will be insulted, 
but he always kids and says he is not a 
lawyer. The problem with my friend 
from Iowa is that he knows the law 
better than an awful lot of lawyers. So 
he is taking an unfair advantage. He 
knows the law and he argues the law as 
if he were a lawyer, and he does know 
the law, and he brags about not being a 
lawyer. I think it is kind of unfair that 
he should know as much as he does and 
not be a lawyer. He should pick one or 
the another. I imagine he will be 
awarded an honorary law degree from 
someplace before this is over. But I ad
mire his grasp of the law as a nonlaw
yer and respect his point of view. I sus
pect I will disagree with most every
thing he is about to say. 

I yield the floor. 
(Mr. ROCKEFELLER assumed the 

chair.) 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Delaware, the 
distinguished chairman of our commit
tee, for his what I think were intended 
to be kind remarks. 

Mr. BIDEN. They were. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank him very 

much . 
Mr. President, I would like to remind 

everybody that I am not a lawyer. I do 
have some strong thoughts, anyway, on 
what ought to be in a crime package, 
what sort of criminal code reform we 
ought to have. 

Right now, I think that is the bill 
that has been introduced by our distin
guished Senator from South Carolina
the Republican package. That is the 
best bill for this country, and it is the 
one that eventually is going to become 
law, if we are going to have any crimi
nal code reform. 

Before I comment specifically on why 
I think the conference report is not a 
good, major response to the President, 
reference was made by the chairman of 
the committee that part of the reason 
that there is long discussion of the con
ference report and Senator THURMOND's 
alternative piece of legislation is be
cause the President's popularity is at a 
lower level than previously. 

Well, in any polls that match the in
cumbent of the White House against 
any of the Democrats who are running 
for the Presidency, you will still find, 
even though the President's popularity 
is lower now than previously, that the 

incumbent in the White House, Presi
dent Bush, still beats any of those 
challengers. Consequently, it is not 
right to say that the reason this is 
being brought up is because the Presi
dent's popularity is low and, as the 
term was used, the crime package is 
here to save a sinking ship. 

I say, not true. That is not why we 
are having an indepth discussion of the 
legislation before us. 

Also, I suggest that if there were, in 
fact, a sinking ship downtown, and an 
occupant in the White House was in 
danger of losing the Presidency, there 
would be a lot of other Members of this 
body running for the Presidency than 
are running for the Presidency. 

I also want to point out, just on a 
quantifiable basis, the weakness of the 
conference report before us, weakness 
when compared to the bill that had 
previously passed the Senate, and 
weakness compared to the bill that had 
previously passed the House of Rep
resentatives. The change in the format 
of the criminal code reform legislation 
impacted upon the vote in the other 
body. When the other body first passed 
criminal code reform legislation, it 
passed that body by a vote of 305 to 118. 
I think it is fair to say that it had a 
very wide margin at that time, because 
it was a very tough-on-crime reform 
bill. 

But what happens when the product 
is back before the other body, the prod
uct of the conference committee, the 
product that we are now debating? 
There was a lot of twisting of arms at 
the last minute on the vote of final 
passage of that conference report and, 
even at that point, it only passed by a 
two-vote margin, 205 to 203. 

If this were a tough on crime con
ference committee report it would have 
passed the other body by as wide a 
margin as the first time the legislation 
went through the other body. 

So I think that is ample evidence 
that our side has a right to be cha
grined over the product that we are 
now working on and that we have a 
right to bring this to our Nation's at
tention and to emphasize that the 
President, who has favored a tough 
crime control package, is going to veto 
this conference report if it does pass 
this body. And that veto I believe will 
be sustained. 

I would suggest to my colleagues 
that we ought not waste time on a dis
cussion of this conference report, go 
back to conference, if that is possible 
under the rules, and bring something 
out that can be signed by the President 
of the United States. 

I would also like to suggest to the 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee, in response to some remarks he 
made about the political aspects of this 
and the President's rating in the polls 
at this particular time, that it be re
membered that the President first 
challenged Congress to quickly pass his 
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tough on crime criminal code reform 
package-just less than a year ago, be
cause it was the middle of March. The 
President spoke to a joint session and 
challenged the Congress to get down to 
work on the domestic issues of the day 
and to pass important measures, and 
among those important measures, as I 
recall, was a transportation bill and his 
Criminal Code reform. And the Presi
dent challenged the Congress to pass 
these measures within 100 days. In 
other words, the same length of time it 
took to fight the war for the liberation 
of Kuwait. 

Here we are at least 355 days from 
the time the President gave that 
speech and we still do not have the leg
islation passed, and even if this con
ference report is passed it is for naught 
because it is not truly tough on Crimi
nal Code reform. 

I think there is one other thing I 
need to emphasize concerning what the 
distinguished chairman said and that is 
his effort to persuade this body that 
the Republican bill that was intro
duced by the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina diverges too far 
from the President's bill. Let me say 
that the answer to that is it is just not 
so. If there are things in our bill that 
are the same as what is contained in 
the conference report-and there are 
lots of those instances---we are none
theless very definitely with the Presi
dent on the key points of the Presi
dent's bill and those are the death pen-· 
alty, those are the exclusionary rule, 
and those are habeas corpus. And we 
are with the President because the 
President's provisions are the tough
est, those are what the public is de
manding, and those are what we should 
pass. Those are what we should give 
the President to sign. We should not be 
doing it 355 days after the challenge 
from the President to accomplish that. 

Mr. President, as I turn now to some 
more specific comments that I have on 
the package before us from the con
ference committee, and why I do not 
like it, let me say that despite my high 
personal regard for my Senate col
leagues on both sides of the aisle who 
worked on this conference report, I 
strongly oppose this conference report 
and I want to go into that in some de
tail. 

My strong feelings against this prod
uct are, however, in no way a com
mentary against the hard work and the 
efforts expended to get us where we 
are. Indeed, I regret that I was not per
mitted to join the conference. But the 
fact is that this conference report was 
no good last November when it passed 
the other body. And it is still no good 
this very day. There is simply no rea
son why Congress should pass this con
ference report. 

This is not a crime bill, although it is 
a crime. The majority of the conferees 
simply adopted whichever body's provi
sion on a particular area was the weak
er of the House or the Senate bill. 

So just as the Holy Roman Empire 
was neither holy nor Roman, nor an 
empire, this Crime Control Act has lit
tle to do with crime, provides precious 
little control, and even less action. 

The conference report does skillfully 
exploit a situation: the election year 
needs for the majority party to pass 
something for public relations purposes 
to blunt a Presidential attack on a 
Congress that is not interested in 
fighting crime. It would for sure be a 
cruel hoax to pass this ineffectual con
ference report. 

This report fails to protect the first 
civil right that every American is enti
tled to, the civil right to oe free in per
sons, in home, and in neighborhood, 
from the threat of violent crime. 

So I want to tell my colleagues how 
this bill fails to do that. And let me 
count the ways that it does it. 

First, there is no reform of Federal 
habeas corpus procedures. This means 
that through lengthy, spurious, and 
repetitious claims, inmates will con
tinue to thwart the imposition of valid 
State death penalties. 

That fact is, Mr. President, the death 
penalty supposedly created by one 
hand of this bill is taken away with the 
other. Year after year overzealous law
yers will essentially defeat the death 
penalty by delaying its imposition, 
turning a death sentence into a life 
sentence combined with endless peti
tion filings. 

The conferees could have remedied 
this situation by adopting the Senate 
language that would have provided one 
chance for habeas corpus with a few 
limited exceptions. 

The Senate language also would have 
confined habeas petitions to claims 
that were not fully and fairly consid
ered by the State courts. In addition, 
the Senate bill would have eliminated 
the exhaustion of State remedy re
quirements, permitting Federal courts 
to dismiss frivolous claims as they 
arose rather than seeing the same peti
tion many times until exhaustion was 
completed. 

But the conferees were interested 
only in the weaker provisions of the 
House of Representatives bill. That bill 
contained none of these reforms. In 
fact, the House bill adopted by con
ferees is worse than current law. It 
would permit prisoners to apply new 
decisions retroactively to their case; 
no matter how irrelevant or how triv
ial , those c8.ses will produce a flood of 
new petitions. 

While the distinguished chairman 
tried to refute the charge that the con
ference report will make new decisions 
produce new habeas petitions, the bill 
says otherwise. 

Section 204 limits the definition of 
prospective "new rules" to rules that 
are "a clear break from precedent." 
Under this standard, almost all new 
cases are retroactive. Few Supreme 
Court cases overrule clear precedent. 

We know that. Instead, they clarify un
settled law. Make no mistake, the con
ference bill will let habeas petitions 
based on new decisions flourish. This is 
not only unfair from a legal perspec
tive, but it will also lead to prisoners 
filing new petitions, and doing it for
ever. 

Now, Yogi Berra, I think, touched on 
this a little bit. He may have said, "It's 
never over until it's over," but then he 
never filed a habeas petition. Under 
this bill, habeas corpus will never be 
over. The convicted criminal will never 
be stopped from filing petitions, and 
the criminals' victims and their fami
lies will never have their wounds 
healed. 

Endless habeas filings reduce the ef
fectiveness of punishment, and reduced 
effectiveness of punishment means 
weaker deterrence of those who will 
commit crime. 

Now, there is a second exception that 
I take to this conference report, and 
that is that the bill creates no good
fai th exception to the judge-made ex
clusionary rule. An objective good 
faith exception to the exclusionary 
rule would allow reliable evidence, in
cluding narcotics seized from a drug 
trafficker, to be admitted into evidence 
in a criminal trial. 

As is well known, the exclusionary 
rule is not a constitutional guarantee. 
It is a judge-made rule to deter abusive 
police practices. The overtechnical use 
of the exclusionary rule has resulted in 
criminals being set free, not because 
they are innocent, but because the evi
dence necessary to convict has been 
seized by an honest mistake. 

There should be room to distinguish 
between a wholly unreasonable search 
of one's person or home and the simple 
and honest mistake-made in good 
faith-of a law enforcement officer con
ducting a search under sometimes life
threatening circumstances. That is 
just common sense. 

Once again, the conferees rejected 
the good House language on this point, 
and adopted the weaker Senate lan
guage. And once again, the conference 
report is worse than existing law. So 
why move forward to make things 
worse when the public expects us to 
give them real reform, and real reform 
is being tough on crime. 

Under current law; a facially valid 
warrant is sufficient to trigger the 
good-faith exception unless the basic 
provisions are absent. 

A reviewing court can easily deter
mine if this test, as well as the test of 
a neutral and detached magistrate, are 
met. 

The conference report is worse be
cause it creates loopholes if the mag
istrate was intentionally or recklessly 
misled. Every defendant will claim 
that the warrant was issued in those 
circumstances. 

That claim will require hearings and 
delay and expense to resolve-to the 
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detriment of our criminal justice sys
tem. 

Can we really expect-as this report 
seems to demand-that an officer 
should cross-examine the issuing judi
cial officer as to possible deficiencies 
in the warrant? 

The conference report's exclusionary 
rule excludes the possibility of reform. 

The conference report will exclude 
evidence of confessions. 

The conference report will exclude 
so-called coerced confessions even if 
the error is harmless beyond a reason
able doubt to the issue of guilt. Once 
again, the conference report overrules 
a Supreme Court decision that is tough 
on crime. 

I am not advocating that police beat 
confessions out of arrestees. That is 
not the issue here. The concern relates 
only to police informers in prison cells 
whose status is not disclosed to the de
fendant. 

The conference report is nonsensical 
as it relates to guns. The bill makes in
nocent, law-abiding citizens wait to 
purchase a gun. 

At the same time, it is weak on pro
visions that affect the role and use of 
guns in the commission of crimes. For 
instance, the report dropped the Senate 
provision that would have permitted a 
penalty increase for possessing a fire
arm in a crime of violence or drug traf
ficking. It also dropped the Senate 
bill's provision that would revoke pro
bation for anyone found in possession 
of a firearm. 

Similarly, it rejected the Senate pro
posal to criminalize the possession of a 
stolen firearm and it dropped a provi
sion to try juveniles as adults on fire
arms and drug offenses. 

The conference report is also very 
weak on the issue of child abuse. It 
fails to adopt doubled penal ties for re
peat sex offenders, as well as restitu
tion for victims of sex offenders. 
It drops a proposed enhanced penalty 

for off enders who know they are HIV 
positive and engage in criminal con
duct creating a risk of transmission of 
the virus to the victim. 

This conference report does not do 
enough to protect the victims of crime. 
This has been an interest of mine for a 
long, long time, and this body has 
passed good legislation in this area. 

While it permits victims the right of 
allocution to the courts at the time of 
sentencing, the conference report 
struck a House provision that would 
have allowed the court, after a hearing, 
to suspend the defendant's Federal ben
efits if the defendant was delinquent in 
making restitution to his victim. 

Finally, the conference report con
tains an objectionable sports lottery 
provision. This really should not be in 
this bill at all, but it is there. It will 
prohibit all but a few States to have 
sports lotteries. Why this is in a crime 
bill I do not know. But it happens to be 
a terrible piece of legislation. 

It grandfathers States that already 
engage in millions of dollars of legal 
sports gambling. It violates States' 
rights to enact whatever lotteries they 
choose. And it comes at a terrible time. 
States are faced with massive federally 
mandated spending. They face reces
sion and severe fiscal problems. This 
bill would interfere with a State's 
choice as to how it chooses to raise its 
income. 

The one regret I have, Mr. President, 
is that this conference report includes 
the Anti-Terrorism Act, which would 
create civil remedies for American vic
tims of terrorism. I do not say I am 
sorry it is in the report; I am just sorry 
that this good provision is in the re
port, with so much other that is bad, 
that it is going to get lost. I have been 
working on this type of legislation for 
3 years now and the Senate has passed 
it twice already. The House included 
the Anti-Terrorism Act in their version 
of the crime bill, and it is included in 
this conference report. I urge the 
House to pass the Anti-Terrorism Act 
as a separate bill, so that the President 
can sign it into law, because it is not 
going to become law as part of this so
called crime bill. 

In conclusion, this conference report 
does not offer us a real opportunity to 
enact a truly tough and effective 
anticrime bill. If anything, this con
ference report is an anti-anticrime 
package. 

This report is a hollow bill. I do not 
think I have to urge the President to 
veto it if we pass it, but he will. He 
should force the Congress to work with 
him to see to it that real anticrime leg
islation is enacted and signed into law. 
Senator THURMOND'S crime control bill 
is such legislation. 

I suggest to you, for a third time dur
ing my remarks, that we are now about 
355 days from that time last year when 
the President, to a joint session, urged 
the Congress to pass crime reform leg
islation among some other pieces of 
legislation he asked us to pass within 
100 days of that date in 1991. One hun
dred days was a magic period of time, 
in a sense, because that is how long it 
took for the successful liberation of 
Kuwait. Implicit in our President's 
comment was that if we could accom
plish that objective with the Congress 
and the Presidency cooperating, then 
surely, if we got down to work, we 
could pass tough crime legislation 
within the same length of time. 

Now, 250 days later we are still debat
ing this legislation. It is a travesty 
that it takes so long to get something 
done, particularly a travesty from the 
standpoint of what the people in grass
roots America want us to do. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KOHL). The Chair recognizes Senator 
PELL. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
want to respond to a few statements 
made by my good friend, Senator 
BIDEN, chairman of the Judiciary Com
mittee. He listed a number of provi
sions which the administration had ex
pressed budget concerns about. We in
cluded these provisions in our new bill, 
and I do not understand why it is so 
troubling to him or anybody who said 
we did that. 

The administration supports our 
good faith efforts to get a bill, and it 
seems that some of us are being ridi
culed for trying to get a tough bill. We 
have gone as far as we can to get a con
sensus, but the situation is such that it 
appears it is going to be impossible. 
The President wants a tough bill and 
that is exactly what we are trying to 
get. 

Also, he said that the Republicans 
were converted. I do not know what he 
means by that unless because we have 
advanced some toward their state
ments that we are being converted. We 
are not being converted, we are trying 
to get a consensus, if possible. We will 
lean over backwards, but we cannot go 
with this conference report because it 
weakens provisions of the Senate and 
the House. And we will not get a crime 
bill if we pass this bill. 

Now, also the distinguished chairman 
of the Judiciary Committee stated that 
this bill does not overturn the Teague 
decision. If that is so, the Attorney 
General of the United States, and the 
State attorneys general, and the pros
ecutors are all wrong. In my opinion, 
the conference report does overturn the 
Teague decision, and I wish my good 
friend Senator BIDEN would look at 
this matter again. 

The conference bill provisions on ha
beas limit the definition of nonretro
active new rules to rules that involve a 
clear break from precedent. This would 
make almost all decisions automati
cally retroactive to overturn earlier 
judgments imposed in conformity with 
existing law. This is so because the Su
preme Court's decisions usually resolve 
issues that had previously been unset
tled and very few clearly break from 
the Court's earlier precedents. A vast 
majority of cases do not overrule 
precedents but reextend reasoning of 
previous cases. 

Mr. President, I have in my hand a 
list of 70, I repeat, 70 anticrime meas
ures in the Crime Control Act of 1992 
which I introduced yesterday which are 
not in the conference bill. These are all 
important matters. Now, some of them 
refer to similar matters in the con-
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ference report, but these 70 matters are 
extremely important and they consider 
the effective Federal death penalty, ha
beas corpus reform, exclusionary rule 
reform, preservation of harmless error 
doctrine, firearms, and so forth. I am 
not going to take time to present them 
at this time, but I ask unanimous con
sent that these be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
ANTI-CRIME MEASURES IN THE CRIME CONTROL 

ACT OF 1992 WHICH ARE NOT IN THE CON
FERENCE (BROOKS-BIDEN) BILL: 

(1) Effective Federal death penalty. The 
CCA (title I) provides effective standards, 
procedures, and authorizations for using the 
death penalty against the most heinous fed
eral crimes. The conference bill (title I) sub
stitutes fundamentally flawed provisions 
which, for example, give the jury a standard
less discretion to refrain from imposing the 
death penalty even in the most aggravated 
cases, and which provide no safeguards 
against the type of litigation abuse and 
delay that has thwarted the use of state 
death penalty laws. 

(2) Habeas corpus reform. The CCA (title 
II) includes effective reforms to curb the 
abuse of habeas corpus that obstructs the use 
of the death penalty and undermines the 
criminal justice process in every type of 
criminal case. The conference bill (title II) 
substitutes specious habeas corpus provi
sions which are regressive in comparison 
with existing law. 

(3) Exclusionary rule reform. The CCA 
(title Ill) would create a general "good 
faith" exception to the exclusionary rule, 
which admits evidence where the court de
termines that the conduct of officers in car
rying out a search and seizure was objec
tively reasonable. The conference bill (title 
Ill) substitutes a regressive measure that 
narrows the existing "good faith" exception 
for searches urider warrants by authorizing 
the exclusion of evidence in several cir
cumstances despite the officers' reasonable 
reliance on a warrant. 

(4) Preservation of harmless error doctrine. 
The CCA (title II et al.) does not weaken in 
any manner the existing doctrine that trial 
error is not grounds for reversing a criminal 
conviction if the court of appeals determines 
that it was harmless beyond a reasonable 
doubt. The conference bill (Title IV) auto
matically requires the reversal of a criminal 
conviction based on erroneous admission of 
incriminating statements by the defendant, 
even if the independent evidence of guilt is 
overwhelming and it appears beyond a rea
sonable doubt that the error could not have 
affected the outcome of the trial. 

FIREARMS 

(5) Increased penalties for using firearms 
in Federal violent and drug trafficking 
crimes. The CCA (§401) increases mandatory 
penalties for using firearms in federal crimes 
of violence and drug trafficking crimes. The 
conference bill (§511) only increases such 
penal ties for cases where the firearm is a 
semiautomatic firearm. 

(6) Strengthening predicate offenses for 
armed career criminal provisions. The CCA 
(§419) extends prior convictions which count 
toward treating an offender as an armed ca
reer criminal to include state drug offenses 
which would be punishable by ten or more 
years of imprisonment if federally pros
ecuted-an important provision for "Project 

Triggerlock." The conference bill has no pro
vision. 

(7) Prohibition of possession of explosives 
during commission of felony. The CCA (§417) 
extends the mandatory penalty of 18 U.S.C. 
884(h) to include any possession or use of an 
explosive during the commission of a felony. 
The conference bill has no provision. 

JUVENILES AND GANGS 

(8) Increased mandatory penalties for drug 
distribution to minors. The CCA § 1086(a)) in
creases the mandatory penalties for drug dis
tribution to minors. The conference bill has 
no provision. 

(9) Increased mandatory penalties for using 
minors in drug trafficking. The CCA 
(§ 1086(b)) increased the mandatory penalties 
for using minors in drug trafficking. The 
conference bill has no provision. 

(10) Increased mandatory penalty for drug 
distribution to youths by recidivist. The 
CCA (§ 1084) increases the mandatory penalty 
for a second conviction for distributing drugs 
to a person under 21. The conference bill has 
no provision. 

(11) Increased penalties for inducing mi
nors to commit crimes. The CCA (§ 771) es
tablishes a new offense of inducing minors to 
commit crimes, including mandatory pen
alties. The conference bill has no provision. 

(12) Broadened adult prosecution for juve
nile gang leaders. The CCA (§521) creates a 
presumption in favor of adult prosecution for 
leaders of juvenile gangs and other criminal 
activities involving drug trafficking or fire
arms. The conference bill has no provision. 

(13) Serious juvenile drug crimes as armed 
career criminal predicates. The CCA (§ 522) 
treats certain highly serious drug crimes by 
juveniles as predicate offenses for armed ca
reer criminal purposes. The conference bill 
has no provision. 

(14) Street gangs offense. The CCA (§ 513) 
creates a new offense covering the commis
sion of serious violent crimes and drug 
crimes as part of the activities of a street 
gang. The conference bill (§704) substitutes a 
more limited provision that is deliberately 
weakened in comparison with the House bill 
provision on which it is based. 

(15) Records for recidivist juveniles. The 
CCA (§ 1080) adds certain serious drug crimes 
to the list of offenses requiring finger
printing and retention of records for recidi
vist juvenile offenders. The conference bill 

. has no provision. 
(16) Supervised release for juvenile offend

ers. The CCA (§ 1248) extends the range of 
sanctions authorized for juvenile offenders 
to include post-incarceration supervised re
lease. The conference bill has no provision. 

(17) National anti-gang coordination and 
strategy. The CCA (§ 532) directs the Attor
ney General and the Secretary of the Treas
ury to develop a national strategy to coordi
nate federal investigations of gangs, and re
quires inclusion of information on gang vio
lence in the uniform crime reports. The con
ference bill has no provision. 

TERRORISM AND INTERNATIONAL MATTERS 

(18) Implementing legislation for airport 
terrorism convention. The CCA (§ 127) enacts 
implementing legislation for the inter
national convention to suppress terrorist 
acts at airports. The conference bill (§ 827) 
substitutes weakened provisions which do 
not fulfill the United States' obligations 
under the convention. 

(19) Implementing legislation for maritime 
terrorism conventions. The CCA (§ 129) en
acts implementing legislation for the inter
national conventions to suppress terrorist 
acts against ships and maritime platforms. 

The conference bill (§803) substitutes weak
ened provisions that do not fulfill the United 
States' obligations under the conventions. 

(20) Offense of providing material support 
to terrorists. The CCA (§ 602) creates a new 
offense of providing material support to ter
rorists. The conference bill (§834) substitutes 
a weakened "material support" offense. 

(21) Admission of cooperating aliens. The 
CCA (§604) authorizes admission to the U.S. 
of up to 200 aliens annually who provide as
sistance in antiterrorism or other investiga
tions. The conference bill (§833) substitutes a 
weakened provision that limits the number 
of aliens who may be admitted to 100 and im
poses other severe restrictions. 

(22) Crimes against U.S. nationals on for
eign ships. The CCA (§ 607) provides consist
ent jurisdiction over crimes by or against 
U.S. nationals on foreign ships having a 
scheduled departure from or arrival in the 
United States. The conference bill (§823) sub
stitutes a more restrictive provision that is 
no improvement over current law. 

(23) Increased penalties for crimes of 
manslaugher by terrorists. The CCA (§608(1)) 
provides increased penal ties for crimes of 
manslaughter committed abroad by terror
ists against U.S. nationals. The conference 
bill has no provision. 

(24) Increased penalties for crimes of ag
gravated assault by terrorists. The CCA 
(§608(2)) provides increased penalties for 
crimes of aggravated assault ·committed 
abroad by terrorists against U.S. nationals. 
The conference bill has no provision. 

(25) Increased funding for antiterrorism en
forcement. The CCA (§609) authorizes in
creased funding for antiterrorist activities 
by law enforcement agencies. The conference 
bill has no provision. 

(26) Murder of U.S. nationals in foreign 
country. The CCA (§615) creates jurisdiction 
to prosecute murders of U.S. nationals in 
foreign countries where the country in which 
the murder occurred cannot lawfully secure 
the offender's return. The conference bill 
(§ 110) substitutes a weaker provision whose 
scope is limited to cases where the offender, 
as well as the victim, is a U.S. national. 

(27) Extradition of offenders committing 
violent crimes against U.S. nationals. The 
CCA (§616) creates consistent authority to 
extradite for prosecution persons who com
mit crimes of violence against U.S. nationals 
in foreign countries. The conference bill has 
no provision . 
SEXUAL VIOLENCE, CHILD ABUSE, AND VICTIMS' 

RIGHTS 

(28) Increased penalties for recidivist sex 
offenders. The CCA (§702) doubles the maxi
mum penalties authorized for recidivist sex 
offenders. The conference bill has no provi
sion. 

(29) Restitution for victims of sex crimes. 
The CCA (§703) authorizes restitution for vic
tims of sex offenses-sexual assault, child 
molestation, and child sexual exploitation
whethet or not physical injury results. The 
conference bill has no provision. 

(30) HIV testing and penalty enhancement 
in sex offense cases. The CCA (§ 704) requires 
testing of sex offenders for the human 
immunodeficiency virus (HIV) with disclo
sure of the test results to the victim, and en
hanced penalties for HIV-infected sex offend
ers who risk infection of their victims. The 
conference bill has no provision. 

(31) Government payment of the cost of 
HIV testing for rape victims. The CCA (§705) 
requires the government to pay the cost of 
HIV testing for rape victims. The conference 
bill has no provision. 

(32) Mandatory restitution. The CCA (§§711, 
714) makes the award of restitution for crime 
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victims mandatory, and adopts other re
forms enhancing the scope of restitution and 
enforcement of restitution orders. The con
ference bill has no provision. 

(33) Victim's right to an impartial jury. 
The CCA (§713) protects the victim's right to 
an impartial jury by equalizing the number 
of peremptory challenges accorded to the de
fense and the prosecution in felony cases. 
The conference bill has no provision. 

(34) Domestic violence grant program. The 
CCA (§761) establishes a new program for fed- . 
eral grants to support state efforts to com
bat domestic violence. The conference bill 
has no provision. 

EQUAL JUSTICE 

(35) Prohibition of racial discrimination in 
criminal penalties. The CCA (§802) requires 
that the death penalty and other penalties 
be administered without regard to the race 
of the defendant or victim, and prohibits ra
cial quotas for imposing the death penalty 
and other penal ties. The conference bill has 
no provision. 

(36) Safeguards against racial bias. The 
CCA (§ 803) provides safeguards against racial 
bias against the victim or defendant through 
questioning on voir dire, change of venue, 
and prohibition of appeals to racial prejudice 
by the defense attorney or prosecutor. The 
conference bill has no provision. 

(37) Death penalty for racially motivated 
murders. The CCA (§804) makes racial moti
vation of a murder an aggravating factor 
that permits consideration of the death pen
alty in connection with all federal capital 
crimes. The conference bill has no provision. 

FUNDING AND GRANT PROGRAMS 

(38) Preservation of authority for coopera
tive arrangements in administering Federal 
justice assistance program. The CCA (title 
IX et al.) does not limit in any manner the 
existing authority for cooperative arrange
ments between the Bureau of Justice Assist
ance (BJA) and other federal agencies in ad
ministering the federal justice assistance 
program. In contrast, the conference bill 
(§ 1107) would severely impair the federal jus
tice assistance program by prohibiting BJA 
from utilizing the expertise and resources of 
other federal agencies-such as the Bureau of 
Justice Statistics and the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention-in ad
ministering funding programs within their 
areas of competence. 

(39) Retired public safety officer death ben
efits. The CCA (§911) extends the death and 
permanent disability benefits program for 
public safety officers to include such officers 
in a retirement status who are killed or per
manently injured while responding to an 
emergency. The conference bill has no provi
sion. 

ILLEGAL DRUGS 

(40) Drug testing of Federal offenders on 
post-conviction release. The CCA (§1001) gen
erally requires drug-testing of federal offend
ers on post-conviction release. The con
ference bill (§ 1403) substitutes seriously 
flawed drug testing provisions which implic
itly repeal the existing rules that mandate 
revocation of release for offenders who un
lawfully possess drugs. 

(41) Drug testing in State criminal justice 
systems. The CCA (§ 1002) generally requires 
the establishment of drug testing programs 
for targeted classes of offenders in state 
criminal justice systems as a condition of 
eligibility for federal justice assistance fund
ing (subject to limitation that state may not 
be required to spend more than 10% of its 
federal justice assistance funding for such 
testing). The conference bill has no provi
sion. 

(42) Preservation of determinate sentenc
ing system in relation to drug-abusing of
fenders. The CCA (title X et al.) does not 
weaken in any manner the existing, fun
damental principle of federal sentencing law 
that convicted criminals serve out the term 
of imprisonment imposed by the court. In 
contrast, the conference bill (§ 1404) author
izes the release of offenders from prison up 
to a year early, where the offender is a drug 
abuser and has gone through drug treatment 
in prison. This undermines the determinate 
sentencing system and abolition of parole 
enacted by the Sentencing Reform Act of 
1984, reduces incapacitation and deterrence, 
and unfairly give drug abusing offenders a 
change at early release which is denied to 
other prisoners who have not engaged in 
drug abuse. 

(43) Preservation of guideline sentencing 
for drug abusing offenders. The CCA (title X 
et al.) does not weaken in any manner the 
existing system of penalties established by 
the federal sentencing guidelines. In con
trast, the conference bill (§ 1406(c)) mandates 
the immediate release of drug abusing fed
eral offenders who are placed in boot camps 
on completion of a 90 to 120 day program, 
where the offender would otherwise be sub
ject to incarceration for up to two years or 
more under the federal sentencing guide
lines. 

(44) Precursor chemicals control. The CCA 
(§§ 1011-23) strengthens controls over precur
sor chemicals. The conference bill (§§ 1611-21) 
weakens the precursor chemicals proposal in 
comparison with the Senate bill provisions 
on which it is based, including elimination of 
access to the national health care practi
tioner data bank for drug enforcement and 
other law enforcement purposes. 

(45) Interdiction-failure to obey order to 
land aircraft or bring-to a vessel. The CCA 
(§ 1031) creates a new offense of failing to 
obey an order by an authorized federal law 
enforcement officer to land a plane or bring
to a vessel, enforced by criminal penalties 
and forfeiture. The conference bill (§ 1631) 
substitutes a more limited offense which pro
vides no coverage of vessels (only aircraft). 

(46) Interdiction-FAA revocation author
ity. The CCA (§1032) creates authority for 
the Federal Aviation Administration to re
voke aircraft registrations and airman cer
tificates based on a failure to obey an order 
of an authorized federal law enforcement of
ficer to land an aircraft. The conference bill 
has no provision. 

(47) Interdiction-Coast Guard air interdic
tion authority. The CCA (§1033) gives the 
Coast Guard investigative and arrest author
ity in relation to offenses on aircraft above 
waters subject to U.S. jurisdiction. The con
ference bill has no provision. 

(48) Interdiction-Coast Guard civil pen
alties authority. The CCA (§ 1034) gives the 
Coast Guard authority to assess civil pen
alties for failure to obey an order to land an 
aircraft or bring-to a vessel. The conference 
bill has no provision. 

(49) Interdiction-Customs civil penalties 
authority. The CCA (§1036) gives the Cus
toms Service authority to assess civil pen
alties for failure to obey an order to land an 
aircraft. The conference bill has no provi
sion. 

(50) Interdiction-Customs investigative 
authority. The CCA (§1035) provides that the 
investigative authority of the Customs Serv
ice extends to locations in foreign countries 
where inspections, examinations, or searches 
by U.S. customs officers are permitted. The 
conference bill has no provision. 

(51) Interdiction-Coast Guard assistance 
to other countries on request of State De-

partment. The CCA (§1037) authorizes the 
Coast Guard, on request of the Secretary of 
State, to use its personnel and facilities to 
assist foreign governments and international 
organizations. The conference bill has no 
provision. 

(52) Interdiction-Coast Guard assistance 
to other countries at direction of President. 
The CCA (§ 1038) authorizes the President to 
use officers and enlisted members of the 
Coast Guard to assist foreign governments 
and international organizations, on request 
of such governments or organizations. The 
conference bill has no provision. 

(53) Increased penalties for trafficking in 
ice. The CCA (§ 1071) increases penalties for 
trafficking in crystalline methamphetamine. 
The conference bill has no provision. · 

(54) Forfeiture of vehicles used in smug
gling. The CCA (§ 1075) strengthens provi
sions for forfeiture of vehicles used in smug
gling. The conference bill has no provision. 

(55) Civil remedies relating to drug para
phernalia. The CCA (§ 1078) authorizes civil 
penal ties and injunctions against drug para
phernalia violations. The conference bill has 
no provision. 

(56) Large scale marijuana trafficking. The 
CCA (§ 1079) strengthens provisions affecting 
penalties for large scale marijuana traffick
ing. The conference bill has no provision. 

(57) Life imprisonment for incorrigible vio
lent and drug offenders. The CCA (§ 1085) 
mandates life imprisonment for offenders 
convicted a third time of highly serious vio
lent crimes or drug crimes. The conference 
bill has no provision. 

(58) Broadened definition of prohibited 
drug paraphernalia. The CCA (§ 1087) broad
ens the definition of prohibited drug para
phernalia. The conference bill has no provi
sion. 

(59) Enhanced penalties for drug distribu
tion to pregnant women. The CCA (§ 1089) 
provides enhanced penal ties for drug dis
tribution to pregnant women. The con
ference bill has no provision. 

(60) Measures against drugged or drunk 
driving that endangers children. The CCA 
(§ 1090) provides enhanced penalties for 
drugged or drunk driving that endangers, in
jures, or kills minors, including coverage of 
drivers in federal territorial jurisdiction and 
drivers of common carriers. The conference 
bill (§ 1702) deletes the coverage of drivers of 
common carriers. 

(61) Crackhouse eviction and civil pen
alties. The CCA (§ 1092) authorizes the Attor
ney General to bring civil actions seeking in
junctions, evictions, and civil penalties in 
relation to premises used in drug activities. 
The conference bill has no provision. 

PUBLIC CORRUPTION 

(62) Public corruption. The CCA (§§1101--04) 
strengthens federal laws against public cor
ruption, including increased penalties, more 
adequate bases of federal jurisdiction, prohi
bition of retaliation against whistleblowers 
who expose public corruption, and specific 
provisions relating to election fraud and 
drug-related corruption. The conference bill 
has no provision. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

(63) Violent crimes against the elderly. The 
CCA (§ 1204) prescribes tough mandatory pen
alties for serious violent crimes against el
derly victims. The conference bill (§ 2102) 
merely directs the Sentencing Commission 
to ensure that the guideline ranges for some 
specified violent offenses against elderly vic
tims are adequate to achieve the objectives 
of sentencing. 

(64) Criminal software copyright viola
tions. The CCA (§ 1228) provides criminal 
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sanctions for software copyright violations. 
The conference bill has no provision. 

(65) Trafficking in military awards. The 
CCA (§ 1232) increases fine levels and 
strengthens the prohibition of trafficking in 
military medals and decorations. The con
ference bill has no provision. 

(66) Motor vehicle theft prevention pro
gram. The CCA (§ 1233), without any weaken
ing of existing law, directs the Attorney 
General to establish a voluntary program to 
prevent motor vehicle theft through applica
tion of a decal signifying the owner's consent 
to stop the vehicle under specified cir
cumstances. The corresponding provisions in 
the conference bill (§§2001-03) eviscerate the 
existing law against tampering with identi
fication numbers for motor vehicles. and 
motor vehicle parts by limiting liability to 
cases where intent to further the theft of a 
motor vehicle can be proven. E.g., alteration 
in a chop shop of the identification numbers 
for motor vehicles or their parts in order to 
facilitate fencing of the vehicles or parts 
would not be an offense, because the intent 
would not be to further the theft of a vehi
cle; the theft has already taken place in such 
a case. 

(67) Increased penalties for trafficking in 
counterfeit goods and services. The CCA 
(§ 1238) increases authorized prison terms and 
fines for trafficking in counterfeit goods and 
services. The conference bill (§ 3031) deletes 
the increased fine authorizations. 

(68) Civil penalties for aggravated felonies 
involving aliens. The CCA (§ 1251) authorizes 
civil penalties for incidents involving in
ducement of aliens to commit aggravated 
felonies. The conference bill has no provi
sion. 

(69) Criminal alien identification and re
moval fund. The CCA (§ 1252) establishes a 
special fund to support apprehension and de
portation of aliens committing aggravated 
felonies. The conference bill has :rio provi
sion. 

(70) Deportability of aliens based on seri
ous drugged or drunk driving. The CCA 
(§ 1253) adds to the list of offenses justifying 
deportation of aliens drugged or drunk driv
ing that results in a fatal accident or serious 
injury to an innocent party. The conference 
bill has no provision. 

PRISON CONSTRUCTION 

(71) Federal prison construction. The CCA 
(§ 1501) authorizes $500 million for the con
struction of new federal prisons. As the fed
eral government continues to enhance its ef
forts against violent crime, increasing num
bers of offenders are passing through the fed
eral criminal justice system. It is imperative 
that there be sufficient space available in 
the federal prison system to house violent of
fenders for the full term of their sentences. 
The conference bill has no provision. 

Mr. THURMOND. I would like for the 
Members of the Senate to read these 70 
points that we think ought to be in
cluded in a crime bill and which we 
have included in our crime bill. 

Mr. President, I will not take time to 
discuss other matters at this time. We 
will go into other matters at a later 
date. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if I 

had not seen and heard this with my 
own eyes and ears, I would not have be
lieved it. Who would have thought, 
after all of the political talk by Repub-

licans about crime, after all of the 
speeches Republicans have given about 
crime sweeping our country, that Re
publicans would be filibustering to pre
vent a vote on a crime bill, a bill en
dorsed by police organizations all over 
the country, a comprehensive bill to 
deal with the problem of crime. Here 
are Republicans doing all they can to 
prevent the Senate from voting on the 
bill. 

We do not ask that our Republican 
colleagues vote for the bill if they do 
not want to do so, but they will not 
even let the Senate vote on the bill-a 
filibuster, delay, preventing action on 
what they say is an important meas
ure. I can hardly believe it. 

For 20 years Republicans have made 
speeches about the need to fight crime, 
about the importance of combating 
those criminals who so adversely affect 
our society, and here they are delay
ing, filibustering, talking in an effort 
to prevent the Senate from voting on a 
crime bill. It is hard to believe, but it 
is happening. 

We Democrats ask to just vote on the 
bill. What are you worried about? What 
are you afraid of? Just let us vote on 
the bill. There has been enough talk. 
There has been 20 years of talk. 

How many political speeches have 
been made in thi~ country about the 
need to combat crime? How often has 
this Chamber been filled with the hot 
air of rhetoric about the need to com
bat crime? 

And here we are now asking only 
that we have a chance to vote on this 
bill-just to let Senators vote on the 
bill. If you do not want to vote for it, 
do not vote for it. If you want to vote 
against it, vote against it. But why 
prevent the Senate from taking up this 
bill and voting on it if, as you say, you 
want to combat crime, if as you say, 
you are serious about dealing with 
crime? 

I think this exposes for all to see the 
hollowness of the political rhetoric on 
this subject. I think this makes clear 
to all Americans what we have been 
hearing is political talk. 

We have a chance to act. We want to 
act. We should act. We should not have 
these filibusters. We should not take 
up the Senate's time with endless de
bate and discussion. 

We are told that our Republican col
leagues wanted action on crime. Well, 
we could vote this bill out right now if 
they would let us have the vote. We 
could vote the bill out tomorrow. We 
could vote the bill out Friday. But we 
cannot because Republicans are filibus
tering to prevent the Senate from even 
voting on a major anticrime bill. 

I end as I began. If I had not seen it 
with my own eyes, if I had not heard it 
with my own ears, I would not have be
lieved it. 

Mr. President, I am prepared to con
clude the proceedings for this evening 
because I gather that our distinguished 

colleague is going to persist in his fili
buster and will not let us proceed to a 
vote. If so, then I think that further 
wasting of the Senate's time this 
evening will serve no useful purpose. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, in a 
brief response to the able majority 
leader-and he is an able leader-he 
was once a Federal judge, and I think 
he ought to know better if he studies 
this bill just why we oppose it. 

We are not willing to accept a bill 
which expands the rights of criminals, 
and that is what this conference report 
does. If the distinguished majority 
leader will read this bill, I think he 
will see what I am talking about. 

This bill is not a tough crime bill. It 
is not an anticrime bill. It is a 
procriminal bill. It expands the rights 
of criminals. Of course, we do not want 
this bill. 

The President wants a crime bill, and 
I might say that the President has ad
vocated a strong crime bill. The attor
neys general of the Nation have advo
cated a strong bill. The National Asso
ciation of Attorneys General, the Con
ference of Chief Justic;:es, and the pros
ecutors have all advocated a strong 
bill. But they say this is not the bill to 
pass. 

Let me tell you what they said. I 
want to take just a minute. Thirty-one 
State attorneys general, 16 Repub
licans and 15 Democrats, recently 

. wrote President Bush urging him to 
protect the American people and veto 
any bill which contains this habeas 
corpus proposal that is in this bill, in 
this conference report. They stated 
that any bill containing this weak pro
posal should be vetoed. They ·went on 
to say it cannot be described accu
rately as an anticrime bill but instead 
a procriminal bill. 

That is what 31 attorneys general 
said, that this is a procriminal bill, and 
not an anticrime bill. We are in favor 
of an anticrime bill, a tough crime bill. 
This is not the bill. 

Mr. President, I am not going to take 
more time, but that is the reason we 
oppose this bill. We introduced yester
day a tough crime bill. If the majority 
in the Senate want to pass a tough 
crime bill, that is the bill to pass. 

I talked to the chairman of the Judi
ciary Committee today. I said we can 
introduce your bill with the tough pro
visions if you want to do that. I will 
join him on it. But we cannot approve 
of this bill here. The President is 
against it. The attorneys general of the 
United States are against it. The attor
neys general of the Nation are against 
it. The prosecutors are against it. The 
Federal prosecutors, the State prosecu
tors, and the city and county prosecu
tors are against this bill. Therefore, we 
do not feel it ought to pass. 
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Mr. President, I will not say anymore 

at this time. 
Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I was not only a 

Federal judge, I was a U.S. attorney, 
the chief Federal prosecutor in my 
State. I was a county attorney and 
prosecuted crimes at the State level. 

I have tried personally many, many 
criminal cases. I am personally respon
sible for sending a lot of people to pris
on. And I say, based on my personal ex
perience, this conference report is a 
very strong, tough, anticrime bill. 

Does anybody in America, anybody, 
believe that the policemen of this 
country, and the policewomen of this 
country, the people whose lives are on 
the line in facing criminals, the people 
who daily confront .the threat of death, 
injury, would be overwhelmingly in 
favor of a bill if it was a procrime bill? 

How many of those 31 attorneys gen
eral go out and face the threat of 
death? They are all in their offices. 
That is like the Senator from South 
Carolina and I, surrounded by secretar
ies and assistants. They are not out 
there on the streets. They are not out 
there in the dark of night facing the 
threat of death around every corner. 
They do not run the risk of leaving 
widows and children behind if some
thing unexpected happens on some 
dark night on some city street. 

I was a prosecutor. I happen to know 
what prosecutors do. And the provision 
to which they object, the habeas corpus 
provision, only applies to people who 
are already in prison. A person who is 
not already in prison cannot avail him
self or herself of the provisions of ha
beas corpus. 

So the notion that somehow chang
ing the habeas corpus laws affect peo
ple out on the street is, on its face, ab
surd. 

This bill · helps the men and women 
fight crime, who are undervalued, and 
in our society, whom Americans do not 
give enough credit to. They are under
paid. They are not recognized for what 
they do. We take them for granted. We 
confront them each day with life or 
death decisions. And if they make a 
wrong choice through fear, concern, 
pressure, they face disciplinary action; 
people whose word we ought to listen 
to on this or those whose lives are on 
the line so that our lives are more se
cure. 

That is the police men and women of 
this country, police men and women of 
South Carolina, the police men and 
women in Maine, Washington, DC, and 
every other State in the country. That 
is who we should be listening to. 

They say this is a good bill. And I do 
not think there is an American-I do 
not think there is a single American 
who believes that the police men and 
women of this country want a 
procriminal bill to be passed. Are the 

police men and women of this country 
for criminals? Are the police men and 
women in this country trying to help 
criminals? I submit that argument 
does not make any sense. 

So, Mr. President, I am sorry about 
the fact that we cannot get this bill 
passed. I am sorry that we are here 
confronting another filibuster by Re
publicans on a crime bill. That is what 
we face. That is what we have to deal 
with. 

So we will resume this tomorrow and 
hope that our colleagues will see their 
way clear in at least letting us vote on 
this bill, at least letting us get to this 
bill, and give Senators a chance to ex
press their views. If they do not like 
the bill, vote against it. That is all 
anybody has to do. Let us have a vote. 
Let us proceed. 

So we will take that up tomorrow, 
Mr. President. 

Now I would like to yield to the Sen
ator. I will if he wants to say anything 
more, and then I would like to con
clude the business. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
want to respond very briefly. 

The police in this country are won
derful people. They do a great job. If 
they had a chance to compare this bill 
I introduced yesterday with this con
ference, there is no question what they 
would do. There is no question what 
they would choose. They have not had 
a chance because they are so anxious 
to get a crime bill. And when they 
heard· the conference committee 
brought one out, I am sure that they 
were not informed as to the effect of 
the conference report because if they 
were, they would not stand for a report 
of that kind, in my judgment. 

I want to ask the Senator-I do not 
want to make it personal-is he 
against the bill that I introduced yes
terday? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I have not read the 
bill that the Senator introduced yes
terday. 

Mr. THURMOND. It carries a death 
penalty, good habeas corpus, and a lot 
of other good things. Does he favor the 
death penalty. 

Mr. MITCHELL. No; I do not. 
Mr. THURMOND. I understand he is 

not favoring this bill. The majority 
leader admits he is against the death 
penalty. Our bill carries the death pen
alty. This conference .report carries the 
death penalty. But under the habeas 
corpus that it has in it, it practically 
would be a nonentity. 

So I can understand his position. I 
thank him very much. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, let 
me say that the conference report in
cludes the death penalty. I voted for it 
although I opposed the death penalty 
because it included a lot of other provi
sions, and on balance, I felt it was a 
good bill to enact. 

I think it is rather clear that the red 
flag-that the bloody shirt of the death 

penalty will continue to be waved here 
as it has so often in the past as though 
it were somehow the answer to all of 
our problems even though, of course, 
the reality is that the Federal death 
penalty affects about 1 percent of all 
violent crimes that occur in our soci
ety, and that the overwhelming major
ity of Americans live in States which 
already have . the death penalty for 
crimes within their jurisdiction. 

But I am sure we are going to hear it 
often as we have now as though that 
were the answer to all of our problems. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Kalbaugh, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 2:54 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, each without amend
ments: 

S. 996. An act to authorize and direct the 
Secretary of the Interior to terminate a res
ervation of use and occupancy at the Buffalo 
National River; and for other purposes; and 

S. 2184. An act to establish the Morris K. 
Udall Scholarship and Excellence in Na
tional Environmental Policy Foundation, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bills, 
each with amendments, in which it re
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

S. 1467. An act to designate the United 
States Courthouse located at 15 Lee Street 
in Montgomery, Alabama, as the 'Frank M. 
Johnson, Jr. United States Courthouse; and 

S. 1889. An act to designate the United 
States Courthouse located at 111 South Wol
cott in Casper, Wyoming as the "Ewing T. 
Kerr United States Courthouse." 

The message further announced that 
the House has passed the following the 
bills, in which it requests the concur
rence of the Senate: 

R.R. 939. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, with respect to housing loans 
for veterans, and for other purposes; 

R.R. 2475. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse being constructed at 400 
Cooper Street in Camden New Jersey, as the 
"Mitchell R. Cohen United States Court
house"; 
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H.R. 2539. An act to designate the Federal 

Building and United States Courthouse lo
cated at 402 East State Street in Trenton , 
New Jersey, as the "Clarkson S. Fisher Fed
eral Building and United States 
Courthouse' ' ; 

H.R. 2818. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 78 Center Street in Pitts
field, Massachusetts, as the " Silvio 0 . Conte 
Federal Building", and for other purposes; 

H.R. 3041. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 1520 Market Street, St. 
Louis, Missouri, as the " L. Douglas Abram 
Federal Building"; 

H.R. 3118. An act to designate Federal Of
fice Building Number 9 located at 1900 E. 
Street, Northwest, in the District of Colum
bia, as the "Theodore Roosevelt Federal 
Building"; and 

H.R. 3818. An act to designate the building 
located at 80 North Hughey Avenue in Or
lando, Florida, as the "George C. Young 
United States Courthouse and Federal Build
ing." 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of 22 U.S.C. 
276d, the Speaker appoints as members 
of the United States delegation to at
tend the meeting of the Canada-United 
States Interparliamentary Group the 
following Members on the part of the 
House: Mr. GEJDENSON, Chairman, Mr. 
FASCELL, Vice Chairman, Mr. HAMIL
TON, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. GIBBONS, 
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. 
BROOMFIELD, Mr. HORTON, Mr. MILLER 
of Washington, Mr. WALSH, and Mr. 
HENRY. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
SIGNED 

At 3:19 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bills and joint 
resolutions: 

H.R. 2092. An act to carry out obligations 
of the United States under the United Na
tions Charter and other international agree
ments pertaining to the protection of human 
rights by establishing a civil action for re
covery of damages from an individual who 
engages in torture or extrajudicial killing; 

H.R. 4113. An act to permit the transfer be
fore the expiration of the otherwise applica
ble 60-day congressional review period of the 
obsolete training aircraft carrier U.S.S. Lex
ington to the Corpus Christi Area Conven
tion and Visitors Bureau, Corpus Christi, 
Texas, for use as a naval museum and memo
rials; 

H.J. Res. 343. A joint resolution to des
ignate March 12, 1992, as " Girl Scouts of the 
United States of American 80th Anniversary 
Day"; . 

H.J. Res. 350. A joint resolution designat
ing March 1992 as "Irish-American Heritage 
Month"; and 

H.J. Res. 395. A joint resolution designat
ing February 6, 1992, as "National Women 
and Girls in Sports Day. " 

The enrolled bills and joint resolu
tions were subsequently · signed by the 
President Pro Tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bills were read the first 

and second times by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 939. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, with respect to housing loans 
for veterans, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans Affairs. 

R.R. 2475. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse being constructed at 400 
Cooper Street in Camden New .Jersey, as the 
"Mitchell H. Cohen United States Court
house"; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

R.R. 2539. An act to designate the Federal 
Building and United States Courthouse lo
cated at 402 East State Street in Trenton, 
New Jersey, as the "Clarkson S. Fisher Fed
eral Building and United States Court
house"; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

R.R. 2818. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 78 Center Street in Pitts
field, Massachusetts, as the "Silvio 0. Conte 
Federal Building". and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

R.R. 3041. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 1520 Market Street, St. 
Louis, Missouri, as the "L. Douglas Abram 
Federal Building"; to the Committee on En
vironment and Public Works. 

R.R. 3118. An act to designate Federal Of
fice Building Number 9 located at 1900 E. 
Street, Northwest, in the District of Colum
bia, as the "Theodore Roosevelt Federal 
Building"; to the Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works. 

R.R. 3818. An act to designate the building 
located at 80 North Hughey Avenue in Or
lando, Florida, as the "George C. Young 
United States Courthouse and Federal Build
ing"; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
'fhe following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For

eign Relations, without amendment and with 
a preamble: 

S.J. Res. 234. A joint resolution expressing 
the sense of the Congress regarding the Gov
ernment of Kenya's November 14 through 16, 
1991, suppression of the democratic opposi
tion and suspending economic and military 
assistance for Kenya. 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For
eign Relations; without amendment, and 
with a preamble: 

S. Con. Res. 70. A concurrent resolution to 
express the sense of the Congress with re
spec.t to the support of the United States for 
the protection of the African elephant. 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For
eign Relations; with amendments, and with a 
preamble: 

S. Con. Res. 80. A concurrent resolution 
concerning democratic changes in Zaire. 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For
eign Relations; with amendments, and 
amendments to the preamble: 

S. Con. Res. 89. A concurrent resolution to 
express the sense of the Congress concerning 
the United Nations Conference on Environ
ment and Development. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For
eign Relations: 

Scott M. Spangler, of Arizona, to be Asso
ciate Administrator of the Agency for Inter
national Development (Operations); 

Herman J. Cohen. of New York, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Career Minister, for the personal rank of 
Career Ambassador in recognition of espe
cially distinguished service over a sustained 
period; 

Herman Jay Cohen, of New York, an As
sistant Secretary of State, to be a · Member of 
the Board of Directors of the African Devel
opment Foundation for a term expiring Sep
tember 22, 1997; 

Salvador Lew, of Florida, to be a Member 
of the Advisory Board for Cuba Broadcasting 
for a term of two years; 

Eugene C. Johnson, of Maryland, to be a 
Member of the Peace Corps National Advi
sory Council for a term expiring October 6, 
1992; and 

Tahlman Krumm, ·Jr., of Ohio, to be a 
Member of the Peace Corps National Advi
sory Council for a term expiring October 6, 
1993. 

(The above nominations were re
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi
nees' commitment to respond to re
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen
ate.) 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, for the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, I also 
report favorably four nomination lists 
in the Foreign Service which were 
printed in full in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORDS of January 22, February 5 
(minus one name), and February 18, 
1992, and ask unanimous consent, to 
save the expense of reprinting on the 
Executive Calendar, that these nomi
nations lie at the Secretary's desk for 
the information of Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. METZENBAUM (for himself, 
Mr. WOFFORD, and Mr. RIEGLE): 

S. 2311. A bill to discourage American em
ployers from eliminating American jobs by 
relocating United States-based operations to 
a foreign country, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. 
DECONCINI, Mr. REID, Mr. KASTEN, 
and Mr. KOHL): 

S. 2312. A bill to amend the Federal A via
tion Act of 1958 to enhance competition at, 
and the provision of essential air service 
with respect to high-density airports, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Com
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. JEFFORDS: 
S. 2313. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1986 to provide the American 
taxpayer with an annual report on the finan
cial s.tatus of the Federal Government; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON (by request): 
S. 2314. A bill to correct an error in Public 

Law 100-425 relating to the reservation for 
the Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde 
Community of Oregon; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 
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By Mr. JOHNSTON (for himself and 

Mr. WALLOP) (by request): 
S. 2315. A bill to enhance the law enforce

ment authority of the Secretary of the Inte
rior on public lands, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

S. 2316. A bill to clarify authority of the 
Secretary of the Interior to cooperate with 
non-Federal entities in the conduct of re
search concerning the National Park Sys
tem, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. BROWN, 
Mr. SEYMOUR, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. 
SMITH, Mr. BOND, Mr. SYMMS, Mr. 
WALLOP, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. 
BURNS, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. GARN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
HELMS, and Mr. MACK): 

S. 2317. A bill to amend the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control of 1974 to 
reform the budget process, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on the Budget and 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs, 
jointly, pursuant to the order of August 4, 
1977, with instructions that if one Committee 
reports, the other Committee have thirty 
days to report or be discharged. 

By Mr. SEYMOUR: 
S.J. Res. 264. A joint resolution designat

ing May 1992 as "National Community Resi
dential Care Month"; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S .J. Res. 265. A joint resolution to des
ignate October 9, 1992, as "National School 
Celebration of the Centennial of the Pledge 
of Allegiance and the Quincentennial of the 
Discovery of America by Columbus Day"; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S .J. Res. 266. A joint resolution designat

ing the week of April 26-May 2, 1992, as "Na
tional Crime Victims' Rights Week"; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
S.J. Res. 267. A joint resolution to des

ignate March 17, 1992, as "Irish Brigade 
Day"; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. McCONNELL (for himself, Mr. 
PRYOR, Mr. ROTH, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. LUGAR, and Mr. BUMP
ERS): 

S. Con. Res. 98. A concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
current Canadian quota regime on chicken 
imports should be removed as part of the 
Uruguay Round and North American Free 
Trade Agreement negotiations and that Can
ada 's imposition of quotas on United States 
processed chicken violates Article XI of the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. METZENBAUM (for him
self, Mr. WOFFORD, and Mr. RIE
GLE): 

S. 2311. A bill to discourage American 
employers from eliminating American 
jobs by relocating U.S.-based oper
ations to a foreign country, and for 

other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

SA VE AMERICAN JOBS ACT 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 

rise to introduce S. 2311, the Save 
American Jobs Act. This legislation is 
designed to address the growing trend 
of American businesses exporting jo'bs 
and operations overseas to exploit 
cheap labor. It's time we made these 
profit-hungry companies recognize the 
human costs of their relocations. And 
it is time we closed Uncle Sam's wallet 
to companies that turn their backs on 
American workers. 

Let me describe the scope of the 
problem. The numbers of jobs lost as a 
consequence of these relocations is 
startling. For example, a recent study 
conducted for the economic policy in
stitute estimated that Ohio has lost 
over 60,000 manufacturing jobs to Mexi
can "maquiladora" plants, virtually all 
in the last 10 years. Because one manu
facturing job will support at least one 
additional job in service-related indus
tries or the government sector, the 
study estimates Ohio's total loss to be 
over 120,000 jobs just from relocations 
to maquiladoras. 

But it is not just maquiladoras. An 
even higher number of Ohio jobs have 
been lost to non-maquiladora plants in 
Mexico and other low-wage countries 
such as Korea, Singapore, and Taiwan. 

I find no fault with those countries. I 
am not opposed to those countries at
tempting to develop their own econo
mies. I am not opposed to those coun
tries being concerned about their peo
ple being fully employed. But I am con
cerned about American jobs, and the 
problems to which I speak is not relat
ed to Ohio. And, of course, it is not just 
Ohio. It is Shreveport, LA, which lost 
over 3,000 AT&T jobs to Singapore in 
the 1980's. It is Radford, VA, where 
AT&T opened a plant in 1980 only to 
shift 2,400 jobs to Mexico by the end of 
1990. It is Bettendorf, IA, which lost 
1,500 Tenneco jobs to Korea in 1988. Ac
cording to the National Alliance of 
Business, as much as 40 percent of the 
American work force faces the possibil
ity that their jobs will be exported. 

The automobile industry has been 
hardest hit by runaway jobs. Just last 
week, General Motors announced plans 
to close 12 U.S. plants and eliminate 
16,300 American jobs. But who is the 
largest private employer in Mexico 
today? General Motors is with 35 plants 
in Mexico. 

Currently, the big three and their 
suppliers account for 75,000 jobs in 
Mexican maquiladoras, and that num
ber is growing each week. Another 549 
jobs are going south of the border when 
GM relocates work from its Moraine, 
OH facility, as it announced several 
days ago. 

The list of American companies mov
ing jobs overseas reads like a "who's 
who" for corporate America: Rockwell 
International, General Electric, Lock-

heed, Westinghouse, and another 300 of 
the Fortune 500. 

As a result of these American busi
nesses relocating overseas, America's 
working men and women face an eco
nomic triple whammy. 

First, hundreds of thousands have 
lost their jobs. Many have been unable 
to find comparable employment, or any 
employment. Many have lost their 
cars, their possessions, and their homes 
as well. 

In some communities, the closing of 
a major facility can mean economic 
devastation, as tax revenues shrink due 
to declining population and property 
values, while demand for welfare and 
other social benefits increases. Funds 
for schools and public services dis
appear •. driving more businesses and 
residents away from the community. 

Second, many of these companies add 
insult to injury by importing the goods 
made abroad into this country and sell
ing them to American consumers, in
cluding the very workers who used to 
produce them here. In 1986, for exam
ple, foreign subsidiaries of U.S. cor
porations imported and sold $80 billion 
worth of goods to American consumers. 
These goods contributed heavily to the 
national trade deficit. And let me as
sure you, in far too many cases the 
savings these companies reap by pay
ing pennies to foreign workers are not 
passed on to the American consumer. 

And third, the Federal Government 
pours billions of dollars of Federal tax 
revenues every year into American 
businesses, in the form of Federal 
grants, loans, and contracts. How much 
of this money goes to companies that 
have relocated operations overseas to 
exploit cheap labor? I will tell you how 
much. Plenty. For example, the five 
companies I just named-GM, Rock
well, Lockheed, GE, and Westing
house-represents 5 of the top 10 Fed
eral contractors. In 1990 alone, they re
ceived over 25 billion dollars' worth of 
Federal contracts, the American tax
payer dollars. 

In the past 6 years, the Hoover Co. 
has moved several hundred jobs from 
its North Canton, OH, plant to Mexico. 
How has the Federal Government re
sponded? In 1991, it rewarded Hoover 
with an $8 million contract for clean
ing equipment. The American taxpayer 
is basically subsidizing the export of 
American jobs to foreign countries, and 
it is time we put a halt to it. 

These American companies are not 
concerned about the devastating ef
fects of relocations on workers and the 
communities in which they live. Nor 
are they concerned about the long
term damage done to the Nation's in
dustrial base. They are looking to 
make quick buck. 

The message these companies are 
sending to their employees is: "We 
don't care if you have been a loyal em
ployee for 30 years. We do not care if 
you've worked hard, if you've acquired 
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great skills or good judgment based on 
years of experience. In many cases, we 
do not even care if the plant has been 
profitable. What we care about is mov
ing these jobs to a country that has no 
laws to protect the wages or working 
conditions of its citizens." That is no 
way to treat hardworking, loyal Amer
ican employees. 

Today, I am introducing the Save 
American Jobs Act to address the 
growing problem of American compa
nies relocating operations overseas to 
exploit cheap labor. The bill's reach is 
limited to those countries that have an 
average wage rate less than 50 percent 
of the U.S. rate. This limitation covers 
low-wage countries such as Mexico, 
Taiwan, and Korea to which the vast 
majority of American jobs are being 
exported. 

Under this legislation, employers 
that export jobs would be forced to 
bear responsibility for a share of the 
social costs imposed on workers and 
their communities. The bill would re
quire employers who relocate U.S.
based operations overseas to provide 
120-day advance notice to employees, 
and to provide dislocated workers with 
limited severance pay-1 week for each 
year of employment-a year's worth of 
continued health benefits, and reim
bursement for retraining and reloca
tion expenses (up to $10,000). 

In addition, American companies 
that desert this country should not be 
rewarded with Federal tax dollars. We 
do not have to give these companies 
billions of dollars in 1 ucrati ve defense 
contracts, low-cost export-import bank 
loans, and research and development 
grants while they ship jobs overseas. 
This legislation would send an em
phatic message to American companies 
that if they abandon American work
ers, Uncle Sam is going to shut off the 
flow of Federal dollars. 

Thus, employers who relocate oper
ations overseas would be prohibited 
from rece1 vmg Federal grants and 
loans for a period of 5 years. In terms 
of Federal contracts, employers who 
have not relocated operations overseas 
would receive a preference in the 
awarding of such contracts over those 
who have relocated operations within 
the past 5 years. 

The bill's enforcement mechanism 
would allow employees to file com
plaints either with the Department of 
Labor or in district court. The Depart
ment of Labor also could file suit. 
Available relief would include back 
pay, consequential damages, liquidated 
damages, injunctive relief, attorney's 
fees and costs. 

In closing, let me say that I believe 
in the free enterprise system. Our 
country was built on that system, and 
before I was elected to this body I had 
a long career as a businessman. But be
lieving in free enterprise does not 
mean we have to accept the exploi
tation of cheap foreign labor at the ex-

pense of American workers. I urge my 
colleagues to cosponsor the Save Amer
ican Jobs Act. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the bill and a summary of 
the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2311 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Save Amer
ican Jobs Act". 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) APPLICATION OF WARN ACT DEFINI
TIONS.-The terms used in this Act shall have 
the meanings prescribed for such terms by 
section 2 of the Worker Adjustment and Re
training Notification Act (29 U.S.C. 2101), ex
cept that-

(1) the term "employer" mea.1s any busi
ness enterprise that employs-

(A) 25 or more employees, excluding part
time employees, or 

(B) 25 or more employees who in the aggre
gate work at least 1,000 hours per week (ex
clusive of hours of overtime), 

(2) the term "plant closing" is the same as 
the definition in such section 2, except that 
it shall be considered to have occurred if the 
shutdown results in an employment loss for 
12 or more employees, and 

(3) the term "mass layoff" means a reduc
tion in force which-

(A) is not the result of a plant closing, and 
(B) results in an employment loss at the 

single site of employment during any 30-day 
period for-

(i)(l) at least 25 percent of the employees 
(excluding any part-time employees), and 

(II) at least 12 employees (excluding any 
part-time employees), or 

(ii) at least 50 employees (excluding any 
part-time employees). 

(b) ADDITIONAL DEFINITIONS.-As used in 
this Act-

(1) the term "Federal agency" means an 
executive agency (as defined in section 105 of 
title 5, United States Code) and a military 
department (as defined in section 102 of title 
5, United States Code); and 

(2) the term "Secretary" means the Sec
retary of Labor. 
SEC. 3. EMPLOYERS COVERED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-An employer shall be 
deemed a covered employer for purposes of 
sections 4 and 5 if-

(1) the employer orders a plant closing or 
mass layoff at a work site; and 

(2) within a year before or after the plant 
closing or mass layoff is carried out at the 
work site the employer transfers work from 
such site to a foreign country in which the 
average wage is less than 50 percent of the 
average wage in the United States, as deter
mined under section 7(d). 

(b) WORK TRANSFER DEFINED.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), work shall be considered to be 
transferred to a foreign country for purposes 
of subsection (a) if the employer involved-

(A) increases the amount of work per
formed in another country and such work is 
substantially similar to the work performed 
at the work site at which the plant closing 
or mass layoff occurs; or 

(B) increases the amount of products which 
are imported from another country and such 
products are substantially similar to the 
products produced at such work site. 

(2) ExcEPTION.-If an employer who orders 
a plant closing or mass layoff at a work site 
described in subsection (a) proves that the 
increase in-

{A) work described in paragraph (l)(A) 
which is performed in another country; or 

(B) products described in paragraph (l)(B) 
which are imported from another country, 
is not related to the plant closing or mass 

. layoff at such work site, the employer shall 
not be deemed a covered employer for pur
poses of sections 4 and 5. 

(3) CONSTRUCTION.-For purposes of para
graph (1), if an increase described in subpara
graph (A) or (B) of paragraph (1) is carried 
out by any person which owns at least 10 per
cent of an employer described in subsection 
(a) or by any person at least 10 percent of 
which is owned by such employer, such em
ployer shall be considered to have carried 
out such increase. 
SEC. 4. NOTICE OF RELOCATION. 

(a) NOTICE.-A covered employer shall not 
commence a plant closing or mass layoff as 
described in section 3 until the end of a 120-
day period after such employer serves writ
ten notice-

(1) of the kind required by section 3 of the 
Worker Adjustment and Retraining Notifica
tion Act (29 U.S.C. 2102 et seq.); and 

(2) on the Secretary. 
(b) PENALTY.-An employer that violates 

subsection (a) shall be subject to a civil pen
alty not to exceed an amount of Sl0,000 for 
each day of such violation, except that the 
Secretary may reduce such amount for just 
cause shown. 

(c) DOL LIST.-The Secretary shall com
pile and maintain a list of all covered em
ployers, and shall distribute an updated list 
to all Federal agencies at least once every 
six months. A covered employer shall be in
cluded on such list for a period of 5 years 
from the date the Secretary receives notice 
pursuant to subsection (a). 
SEC. 5. BENEFITS. 

A covered employer shall not commence a 
plant closing or mass layoff as described in 
section 3 unless such employer provides to 
each affected employee-

(!) severance pay equal to one week of the 
average wage at which such employee was 
employed during the preceding year, multi
plied by the number of years the employee 
was employed by such employer; 

(2) for the continuation of health care ben
efits previously provided for 12 months after 
the plant closing or mass layoff; and 

(3) reimbursement (not to exceed $10,000) 
for retraining as authorized by section 204 of 
the Job Training Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 
1604) and for relocation. 
SEC. 6. RESTRICTED ACCESS TO FEDERAL 

FUNDS. 
(a) FEDERAL CONTRACTS.-A Federal agen

cy, when awarding a civilian or defense-re
lated contract, shall give preference to a 
United States employer that does not appear 
on the list described in section 4(c) over an 
employer that does appear on such list. 

(b) FEDERAL GRANTS AND LOANS.-
(1) ELIGIBILITY.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), an employer that appears on 
the list described in section 4(c) shall be in
eligible for any direct or indirect Federal 
grant or Federal guaranteed loan. 

(2) WAIVERS.-The Secretary, in consulta
tion with the appropriate Federal agency 
providing a loan or grant, may waive the in
eligibility requirements under paragraph (1) 
if the employer applying for such loan or 
grant demonstrates that a lack of such loan 
or grant would-

(A) threaten national security; 
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(B) result in a substantial job loss in the 

United States; or 
(C) substantially harm the environment. 
(c) FEDERAL BENEFITS FOR WORKERS.-No 

provision of this section shall be construed 
to permit withholding or denial of payments, 
compensation, or benefits under any other 
Federal law (including Federal unemploy
ment compensation, disability payments, or 
worker retraining or readjustment funds) to 
employees of a covered employer. 

(d) ENFORCEMENT.-The Secretary or any 
individual may bring an action to restrain a 
violation of this section. In any action 
brought under this subsection, the district 
courts of the United States shall have juris
diction, for cause shown, to issue declaratory 
and injunctive relief, as well as attorneys' 
fees, experts' fees, and costs, and such other 
legal and equitable relief as may be appro
priate. 
SEC. 7. INVESTIGATIVE AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-To ensure compliance 
with this Act, or any regulation issued under 
this Act, the Secretary shall have, subject to 
subsection (c), the investigative authority 
provided under section ll(a) of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 211(a)). 

(b) OBLIGATION TO KEEP AND PRESERVE 
RECORDS.-Any employer shall keep and pre
serve records in accordance with section 
ll(c) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 
(29 U.S.C. 211(c)) and in accordance with reg
ulations issued by the Secretary. 

(c) SUBPOENA POWERS.-For the purposes of 
any investigation provided for in this sec
tion, the Secretary shall have the subpoena 
authority provided for under section 9 of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 
209). 

(d) LIST OF AFFECTED COUNTRIES.-The Sec
retary shall publish annually in the Federal 
Register the names of countries described in 
section 3(a) as determined under regulations 
promulgated by the Secretary. Prior to the 
publication of the first such list, the applica
bility of section 3(a) to foreign countries 
shall be determined according to the average 
hourly compensation costs for production 
workers, as reported by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. 
SEC. 8. ENFORCEMENT OF NOTICE AND BENE

FITS REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) CIVIL ACTION BY EMPLOYEES.-
(1) LIABILITY.-Any employer who violates 

section 4 or 5 shall be liable to any affected 
employee-

(A) for damages equal to-
(i) the amount of any wages, salary, em

ployment benefits, or other compensation 
denied or lost to such employee by reason of 
the violation, 

(ii) the interest on the amount described in 
clause (i) calculate<:! at the prevailing rate, 
and 

(iii) an additional amount as liquidated 
damages equal to the sum of the amount de
scribed in clause (i) and the interest de
scribed in clause (ii), except that if an em
ployer who has violated section 4 or 5 proves 
to the satisfaction of the court that the -act 
or omission which violated such section was 
in good faith and that the employer had rea
sonable grounds for believing that the act or 
omission was not a violation of such section, 
such court may, in the discretion of the 
court, reduce the amount of the liability to 
the amount and interest determined under 
clauses (i) and (ii), respectively, 

(B) for damages equal to any actual mone
tary loss sustained by the employee as a di
rect result of the violation, such as the cost 
of providing health care, and 

(C) for such equitable relief as may be ap
propriate, including, without limitation, em
ployment, reinstatement, and promotion. 

(2) STANDING.-An action to recover the 
damages or equitable relief prescribed in 
paragraph (1) may be maintained against any 
employer (including a public agency) in any 
Federal or State court of competent jurisdic
tion by any one or more affected employees 
for and in behalf of-

(A) the affected employees, or 
(B) the affected employees and other em

ployees similarly situated. 
(3) FEES AND COSTS.-The court in such an 

action shall, in addition to any judgment 
awarded to the plaintiff, allow a reasonable 
attorney's fee, reasonable expert witness 
fees, and other costs of the action to be paid 
by the defendant. 

(b) ACTION BY THE SECRETARY.-
(1) ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION.-The Secretary 

shall receive, investigate, and attempt to re
solve complaints of violations of sections 4 
or 5 in the same manner that the Secretary 
receives, investigates, and attempts to re
solve complaints of violations of sections 6 
and 7 of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 
(29 U.S.C. 206 and 207). 

(2) CIVIL ACTION.-The Secretary may bring 
an action in any court of competent jurisdic
tion to recover on behalf of an eligible em
ployee the damages described in subsection 
(a)(l)(A). 

(3) SUMS RECOVERED.-Any sums recovered 
by the Secretary on behalf of an employee 
pursuant to paragraph (2) shall be held in a 
special deposit account and shall be paid, on 
order of the Secretary, directly to each em
ployee affected. Any such sums not paid to 
an employee because of inability to do so 
within a period of 3 years shall be deposited 
into the Treasury of the United States as 
miscellaneous receipts. 

(c) LIMITATION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-An action may be brought 

under subsection (a) or (b) not later than 3 
years after the date of the last event con
stituting the alleged violation for which the 
action is brought. 

(2) COMMENCEMENT.-In determining when 
an action is commenced by the Secretary 
under subsection (b) for the purposes of this 
subsection, it shall be considered to be com
menced on the date when the complaint is 
filed. 

(3) EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE AC
TION.-If a complaint is filed with the Sec
retary under subsection (b)(l), an action 
under subsection (a)(2) may not be com
menced until the expiration of 90 days fol
lowing the filing of such complaint. 

(4) INTERVENTION.-The Secretary or an af
fected employee shall have the right to in
tervene in any action brought under sub
section (a) or (b). 

(d) ACTION FOR INJUNCTION BY SECRETARY.
The district courts of the United States shall 
have jurisdiction, for cause shown, over an 
action brought by the Secretary to restrain 
violations of sections 4 or 5, including ac
tions to restrain the withholding of payment 
of wages, salary, employment benefits, or 
other compensation, plus interest, found by 
the court to be due to eligible employees. 
SEC. 9. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall become effective 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

SUMMARY OF THE SAVE AMERICAN JOBS ACT 
The Save American Jobs Act addresses the 

growing problem of American companies re
locating operations overseas to exploit cheap 
labor. 

Foreign Countries Affected: The bill 's 
reach is limited to those countries which 

have an average wage rate which is less than 
50% of the U.S. rate. This limitation covers 
low-wage countries such as Mexico, Singa
pore, Brazil, Taiwan and Korea to which the 
vast majority of these jobs are being ex
ported. 

Relocations Covered: The bill applies to 
certain plant closings and mass layoffs if, 
within a year before or after the closing or 
layoff, the employer transfers work to a low
wage foreign country. A plant closing is cov
ered if it affects 12 or more employees; a 
mass layoff is covered if it affects either (1) 
12 or more employees, where those affected 
represent at least 25% of employees at a 
work site, or (2) 50 or more employees. 

Employee Notice and Benefits: The bill 
would require employers who relocate U.S.
based operations overseas to provide 120-day 
advance notice to employees, and to provide 
dislocated workers with limited severance 
pay (one week for each year of employment), 
a year's worth of continued health benefits, 
and reimbursement for retraining and relo
cation expenses (up to $10,000). 

Access to Federal Funds: Employers who 
relocate operations overseas would be pro
hibited from receiving federal grants and 
loans for a period of 5 years. In addition, em
ployers who have not relocated operations 
overseas would receive a preference in the 
awarding of federal contracts over those who 
have relocated operations within the past 5 
years. 

Enforcement: The bills enforcement mech
anism would allow employees to file com
plaints either with the Department of Labor 
or in a United States district court. The De
partment of Labor could also file suit. Avail
able relief would include back pay, con
sequential damages, liquidated damages, in
junctive relief, attorneys' fees and costs. 

Effective Date: The bill would be effective 
60 days after enactment. 

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. 
DECONCINI, Mr. REID, Mr. KAS
TEN, and Mr. KOHL): 

S. 2312. A bill to amend the Federal 
A via ti on Act of 1958 to enhance com
petition at, and the provision of essen
tial air service with respect to high
density airports, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

AIRLINE COMPETITION ENHANCEMENT ACT 
• Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing, along with Senators 
LIEBERMAN, DANFORTH, DECONCINI, 
REID, KASTEN, and KOHL, new legisla
tion to address the ongoing problems in 
maintaining a level playing field for 
airline competition. I am pleased that 
this legislation represents a bipartisan 
effort to restore the competitive bene
fits promised by airline deregulation. 

Last year I introduced S. 1628, the 
Airline Competition Equity Act of 1991, 
which was an omnibus bill designed to 
address the major impediments to full 
airline competition. Since the intro
duction of S. 1628, the problems with 
competition in the airline industry 
have grown even more serious. 

Consider the recent history of the in
dustry. Braniff, Eastern, Pan Am, and 
Midway have all folded their wings and 
exited as competitors. Continental, 
TWA, and America West are reorganiz-
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ing under court protection. As of 
today, five airlines control nearly 80 
percent of the U.S. market. As recently 
as 1985, just 7 years ago, it took the 10 
largest airlines to control the same 80 
percent of the market. 

This consolidation and cutting off of 
competition is not what Congress had 
in mind when it approved the Airline 
Deregulation Act in 1978. As the De
regulation Act in 1978. As the Deregu
lation Act itself sets out in its "Dec
laration of Policy," the public interest 
requires: 

The encouragement of entry into air trans
portation markets by new air carriers, the 
encouragement of entry into additional air 
transportation markets by existing air car
riers, and the continued strengthening of 
small air carriers so as to assure a more ef
fective, competitive airline industry. 

The 1978 act further states that the 
public interest requires: 

The prevention of unfair, deceptive, preda
tory, or anticompetitive practices in air 
transportation, and the avoidance of unrea
sonable industry concentration. 

The actual course of airline deregula
tion makes a mockery of these inten
tions. Study after study, by the Gen
eral Accounting Office, the Department 
of Transportation, and others have 
identified significant barriers to com
petition. These barriers to competition 
not only discourage the increased new 
entry contemplated by Congress in 
1978, but they have also been a major 
cause of the increasing industry con
centration. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today, the Airline Competition En
hancement Act of 1992, addresses two of 
the key barriers to competition, airline 
ownership of Computer Reservation 
Systems [CRS] and limited access for 
new entry at slot-controlled airports. 

This legislation was introduced last 
fall in the House of Representatives by 
JIM OBERSTAR, chairman of the Avia
tion Subcommittee of the House Com
mittee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. On the issues of CRS's and 
slots, it represents a compromise f:rom 
the provisions in S. 1628. However, in 
the interest of moving quickly on the 
most important barriers to competi
tion, I am endorsing and introducing 
this legislation. 

I believe that the Airline Competi
tion Enhancement Act of 1992 presents 
thoughtful, reasonable, and effective 
measures to improve the prospects for 
the success of deregulation. With · the 
introduction today of this legislation, 
both the House and Senate will have a 
common basis from which to proceed 
for the remainder of the year in our ef
forts to enact procompetitive legisla
tion. 

To ameliorate the anticompetitive 
effects of CRS's, the Airline Competi
tion Enhancement Act of 1992 includes 
a number of provisions. Within 1 year, 
CRS systems must provide equal 
functionality to all airline partici-

pants. Within 3 years, CRS systems 
must be converted to "no host" sys
tems, in effect precluding the use of a 
CRS system as an internal reservation 
system. In addition, this legislation al
lows an airline to submit to an arbitra
tor an increase in the level of booking 
fees charged. The arbitrator would 
then rule on whether the fees charged 
are fair and reasonable. Finally, the 
legislation limits contracts between 
CRS systems and travel agents to 2 
years, limits liquidated damages for 
terminating a CRS contract, and spe
cifically prohibits minimum use re
quirements. 

Taken together, these CRS proposals 
will level the playing field for airline 
competition. With the ending of the ef
fects of monopoly power by the CRS 
-owners, airlines will be able to compete 
for airline passengers purely on the 
basis of price and service. It will then 
be possible for new and smaller airlines 
to successfully market their products. 

On the issue of slot controls at the 
Nation's four high-density airports
Chicago O'Hare, Washington National 
and New York Kennedy and 
LaGuardia-this legislation allows car
riers holding less than 12 slots at a 
high-density airport to buy slots des
ignated for commuter aircraft use and 
utilize those slots for large jet service. 
This minor change in the slot regula
tions will not increase the number of 
flights into any airport. I will, how
ever, provide an opportunity to inject 
new competition and provide more car
riers access to these critical markets. 
This legislation also incorporates a 
provisi.on to ensure that slots are avail
able for routes that serve comm uni ties 
which lost air service due to essential 
air service cutbacks in 1990. 

During a hearing before the Senate 
Commerce Committee last September, 
the General Accounting Office testi
fied: 

That, for the most part, the airlines with 
access to these [slot-controlled] airports now 
are the same airlines that the Civil Aero
nautics Board awarded access to before de
regulation in 1978. 

The fact is that the Department of 
Transportation's theory that the buy
ing and selling of slots would provide 
opportunity for new entry does not 
work. Either the slots are not made 
available or are sold in packages that 
preclude new entrants and limited in- · 
cumbents from cracking the Govern
ment-sanctioned oligopolies at these 
airports. 

Mr. President, passage of this legisla
tion would be a meaningful step to
wards addressing the barriers to entry 
and competition faced by any carrier 
that is not one of the three, four, or 
five airlines that have been anointed to 
survive. I believe passage of this legis
lation is critical if we are to enjoy in 
the future the fruits of airline deregu
lation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this bill be printed 
in the RECORD 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2312 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the " Airline Com
petition Enhancement Act of 1992" . 
SEC. 2. USE OF COMMUTER AND AIR CARRIER 

SLOTS BY NEW ENTRANTS AT HIGH 
DENSITY AIRPORTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.- Title IV of the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. App. 1371-1389) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new section: 
"SEC. 420. USE OF COMMUTER AND AIR CARRIER 

SLOTS BY NEW ENTRANTS AT HIGH 
DENSITY AIRPORTS. 

"(a) GENERAL RULE.-Subject to subsection 
(b), an air carrier having less than 12 air car
rier slots to carry out air carrier operations 
at a high density airport may also use com
muter slots as air carrier slots to carry out 
such operations. 

" (b) LIMITATION.-An air carrier using com
muter slots as air carrier slots at a high den
sity airport pursuant to subsection (a) may 
not use in the aggregate more than 12-

" (1) air carrier slots, and 
"(2) commuter slots as air carrier slots, 

at such airport in any 24-hour period. 
"(c) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section, 

the following definitions apply: 
" (l ) HIGH DENSITY AIRPORT.-The term 

'high density airport' means an airport at 
which the Administrator limits the number 
of instrument flight rule takeoffs and land
ings of aircraft. 

" (2) SLOT.-The term 'slot' means a res
ervation for an instrument flight rule take
off or landing by an air carrier of an aircraft 
in air transportation. 

" (3) COMMUTER SLOT.-The term 'commuter 
slot' means a slot which may be used to 
carry out an instrument flight rule takeoff 
or landing by an aircraft described in section 
93.123(c)(2) of title 14 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

"(4) AIR CARRIER SLOT.-The term 'air car
rier slot' means a slot may be used to carry 
out an instrument flight rule takeoff or 
landing by an aircraft described in section 
93.123(c)(l) of title 14 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.- The table of 
contents contained in the first section of the 
Federal Aviation Act of 1958 is amended by 
adding at the end of the matter relating to 
title IV of such Act the following: 
" Sec. 420. Use of commuter and air carrier 

slots by new entrants at high 
density airports. 

" (a) General rule. 
" (b) Limitation. 
" (c) Definitions." . 

SEC. 3. COMPUTER RESERVATION SYSTEMS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Title IV of the Federal 

Aviation Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. App. 1371- 1389) 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following new section: 
"SEC. 421. COMPUTER RESERVATIONS SYSTEMS. 

" (a) PROHIBITIONS AGAINST VENDOR DIS
CRIMINATION.-

" (1) SPECIFIC.-No vendor, in the operation 
of its computer reservation system, may

"(A)(i) make available to subscribers an in
tegrated display in which information is or-
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dered or emphasized based upon factors re
lating to air carrier identity; or 

"(ii) supply information from its computer 
reservations system to any person creating 
or attempting to create such an integrated 
display if the vendor knows or has reason to 
know that such person intends to create or 
attempt to create such an integrated dis
play; 

"(B) make available, after the 365th day 
following the date of the enactment of this 
section, to a subscriber any subscriber trans
action capability which is more functional, 
timely, complete, accurate, or efficient with 
respect to one participant than with respect 
to any other participant, except to the ex
tent that the vendor offers the other partici
pant the opportunity to participate in such 
capability at the same price and equivalent 
terms as other participants and the partici
pant does not accept such offer; 

"(C) make available, after such 365th day, 
to a participant any participant transaction 
capability which is-

"(i) more functional, timely, complete, ac
curate, or efficient with respect to one par
ticipant than with respect to any other par
ticipant; or 

"(ii) provided through the use of tele
communications facilities, protocols, or pro
cedure (I) which discriminate against a par
ticipant, or (II) which are not comparable to 
those used for providing such capability to 
any other participant; 
except to the extent that the vendor offers 
the other participant the opportunity to par
ticipate in such capability at the same price 
and equivalent terms as other participants 
and the participant does not accept such 
offer; 

"(D) charge a participant fee which is 
above the fee or range of fees found fair and 
reasonable in a decision of an arbitrator 
under subsection (c) with respect to such 
vendor unless a period of one year or more 
has elapsed since such decision; or 

"(E) directly or indirectly prohibit a sub
scriber from obtaining or using any other 
computer reservation system. 

"(2) GENERAL.-
"(A) EFFECTIVE IMMEDIATELY.-No vendor 

or air carrier shall require, or provide any 
incentives to induce, any subscriber to use 
information from a computer reservation 
system to create an integrated display in 
which information is ordered or emphasized 
based upon factors relating to air carrier 
identity. 

"(B) EFFECTIVE AFTER 3 YEARS.-After the 
last day of the 3-year period beginning on 
the date of the enactment of this section

"(i) no air carrier or its affiliate shall use 
a computer reservation system as an inter
nal reservation system; and 

"(ii) each computer reservation system 
shall be managed separately and autono
mously from the internal reservation system 
of an air carrier or an affiliate of an air car
rier. 

"(b) SUBSCRIBER CONTRACT RESTRAINTS.
No subscriber contract-

"(1) after the 180th day following the date 
of the enactment of this section, shall be for 
a term of more than 2 years; 

"(2) shall form a basis for a claim of actual 
or liquidated damages by the vendor in the 
event the subscriber cancels the contract, 
except as follows: 

"(A) damages related to the vendor's ac
tual cost of removing its equipment from the 
subscriber's premises; 

"(B) the unamortized share of the vendor's 
actual cost of installing such equipment in 
the subscriber's premises exclusivP- of any 

element of capital investment in such equip
ment; and 

"(C) other amounts owed to the vendor by 
the subscriber during the unexpired term of 
the contract, but in no event including 
amounts which are in the nature of a penalty 
for cancellation or which otherwise become 
due upon cancellation; 

"(3) shall contain an expiration date later 
than the earliest expiration date of any 
other contract for computer reservations 
services or equipment between the same sub
scriber and vendor; 

"(4) shall directly or indirectly require 
that the subscriber use the vendor's com
puter reservations system for a minimum 
volume of transactions, whether measured as 
an absolute number, a percentage of total 
transactions of any kind, or otherwise; or 

"(5) shall be enforceable in law or equity 
after the 30th day . following the date of the 
enactment of this section as to any provision 
to the extent that such provision is incon
sistent with the requirements of this sub
section. 

"(C) ARBITRATION OF PARTICIPANT FEES.
"(l) DEMAND FOR ARBITRATION.-Any par

ticipant who objects to an increased partici
pant fee which is scheduled to take effect on 
or after April 15, 1991, may demand that such 
a fee be reviewed by an arbitrator as pro
vided in this subsection. Review shall be in
stituted by such participant by submitting a 
demand for arbitration in writing to the Sec
retary of Transportation and mailing a copy 
thereof to the vendor imposing such fee. The 
Secretary shall within 30 days of receiving 
such demand determine whether the matter 
disputed is subject to arbitration under this 
section. The Secretary shall give timely no
tice of any such determination to other par
ticipants, and representatives of subscribers, 
who may be affected by the disputed fee and 
shall take such action as may be necessary 
to permit their participation as parties to 
the arbitration. The submission of a demand 
for arbitration under this subsection shall 
not act as a stay of any fee. 

"(2) SELECTION OF ARBITRATOR.-If the Sec
retary determines that a matter is subject to 
arbitration under paragraph (1), the Sec
retary shall promptly advise the Federal Me
diation and Conciliation Service and provide 
to the Service the names of persons eligible 
to participate as parties. The Service shall 
provide a procedure by which the parties 
shall agree on the selection of an arbitrator. 
If the parties fail to agree on an arbitrator 
within 30 days of the Secretary's determina
tion that the matter disputed is subject to 
arbitration, the Service shall select an arbi
trator. 

"(3) ARBITRATION FEES.-The Secretary and 
the Service are authorized to make such or
ders and incur such expenditures as are nec
essary to give effect to this subsection. Arbi
tration fees and other common costs of the 
arbitration shall be borne by the parties. To 
assist it in the performance of its duties 
under this subsection, the Service may em
ploy consultants on a contract basis. 

"(4) DISPUTE RESOLUTION.-The arbitrator 
shall issue such orders as are necessary to 
the prompt and efficient resolution of the 
dispute and to assure the parties a fair and 
reasonable opportunity to be heard. After 
considering the submissions of the parties, 
the arbitrator shall render a decision as to 
whether the disputed participant fee exceeds 
that which would be fair and reasonable in 
light of the revenues and costs attributable 
to the computer reservations system. In so 
doing, the arbitrator shall give due regard to 
all revenues of the vendor, including any air 

transportation revenues attributable to the 
computer reservations system or any air car
rier holding an ownership interest in -the 
computer reservations system, and all appli
cable costs, including an allowance for area
sonable return on investment. 

"(5) DETERMINATION OF PARTICIPANT FEE.
If the arbitrator determines the fee or charge 
is not fair and reasonable, the arbitrator 
shall specify a fee or charge, or range of fees 
or charges, which would be fair and reason
able. The arbitrator shall also specify an ef
fective date for the decision. Such date shall 
be no earlier than the effective date of the 
challenged fee. The arbitrator shall issue a 
written statement setting forth the basis for 
the decision. 

"(6) APPEALS.-The decision of the arbitra
tor shall be final and binding except that 
such award may be vacated by a United 
States court in and for the district where the 
award was made for any of the reasons set 
forth in subsections (a) through (d) of section 
10 of title 9, United States Code. Unless the 
court otherwise orders in the interests of 
justice, any matter as to which an order is 
vacated under this paragraph shall be heard 
by an arbitrator as a new matter arising 
under this subsection. 

"(7) LIMITATION OF PARTICIPANT FEES.-No 
participant fee shall be charged by a vendor 
which is above the fee or range of fees pre
viously found fair and reasonable fu an arbi
tration under this section with respect to 
such vendor unless a period of one year or 
more has elapsed since such decision. 

"(8) PAYMENT OF ARBITRATOR FEES.-Unless 
the arbitrator holds otherwise, each party to 
an arbitration shall bear its own costs and 
each side shall pay one-half of the reasonable 
fees and costs of the arbitrator. 

"(d) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN REDUCED CRS 
SERVICES.-If any computer reservation sys
tem service being provided to a participant 
in such system for a participant fee is re
duced without a corresponding reduction in 
the participant fee, the participant fee shall 
be treated, for purposes of this section, as 
being increased by the vendor. 

"(e) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the following definitions apply. 

"(1) ARBITRATOR.-The term 'arbitrator' 
means either an individual not associated 
with any party or a panel of 3 such individ
uals. 

"(2) COMPUTER RESERVATION SYSTEM.-The 
term 'computer reservations system' 
means-

"(A) a computer system which is offered to 
subscribers for use in the United States and 
contains information on the schedules, fares, 
rules, or seat availability of 2 or more sepa
rately identified air carriers and provides 
subscribers with the ability to make reserva
tions and to issue tickets; and 

"(B) a computer system which was subject 
to the provisions of part 255 of title 14 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations (relating to 
computer reservation systems) on June 1, 
1991. 

"(3) COMPUTER SYSTEM.-The term 'com
puter system' means a unit of one or more 
computers, and associated software, periph
erals, terminals, and means of information 
transfer, capable of performing information 
processing and transfer functions. 

"(4) INTERNAL RESERVATION SYSTEM.-The 
term 'internal reservation system' means a 
computer system which contains informa
tion on airline schedules, fares, rules, or seat 
availability and is used by an air carrier to 
respond to inquiries made directly to the 
carrier by members of the public concerning 
such information and to make reservations 
arising from such inquiries. 
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"(5) INTEGRATED DISPLAY.-The term 'inte

grated display' means a computerized dis
play of information which relates to air car
rier schedules, fares, rules, or availability 
and is designed to include information per
taining to more than 1 separately identified 
air carrier. Such terms excludes the display 
of data from the internal reservations sys
tem of an individual air carrier when pro
vided in response to a request by a ticket 
agent relating to a specific transaction. 

"(6) PARTICIPANT.-The term 'participant,' 
as used with respect to a computer reserva
tions system, means an air carrier which has 
its flight schedules, fares, or seat availabil
ity displayed through such system. 

"(7) PARTICIPANT FEE.-The term 'partici
pant fee' means any fee, charge, penalty, or 
thing of value contractually required to be 
furnished to a vendor by a participant for 
display of the flight schedules, fares, or seat 
availability of the participant through the 
computer reservation system of the vendor 
or for other computer reservation system 
services provided to the participant. 

"(8) PARTICIPANT TRANSACTION CAPABIL
ITY.-The term 'participant transaction ca
pability' means any service, product, func
tion, or facility which is provided by a com
puter reservation system to any participant 
and which is capable of benefiting the air 
transportation business of such participant, 
including the loading into the system of in
formation on schedules, fares, rules, or seat 
availability, the booking or assignment of 
seats, the issuance of tickets or boarding 
passes, the retrieval of data from the system, 
or a means of determining the timeliness 
with which a participant will receive pay
ment for air transportation sold through the 
system. 

"(9) PROTOCOL.-The term 'protocol' means 
a set of rules or formats which govern the in
formation transfer between and among com
puter reservation systems, participants, and 
subscribers. 

"(10) SUBSCRIBER.-The term 'subscriber' 
means a ticket agent which holds itself out 
to the public as an independent source of in
formation about, or of tickets for, air trans
portation and uses a computer reservation 
system to carry out such functions. 

"(11) SUBSCRIBER CONTRACT.-The term 
'subscriber contract' means an agreement, 
and any amendment thereto, between a tick
et agent and a vendor for the furnishing of 
computer reservations services to such sub
scriber. 

"(12) SUBSCRIBER TRANSACTION CAPABIL
ITY.-The term 'subscriber transaction capa
bility' means the capability of a ticket agent 
through a computer reservations system to 
view information on airline schedules, fares, 
rules, and seat availability or to book space, 
assign seats, or issue tickets or boarding 
passes for air transportation to be provided 
by air carriers. 

"(13) VENDOR.- The term 'vendor' means 
any person who owns, controls, or operates a 
computer reservations system." . 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO TABLE OF 
CONTENTS.-The table of contents contained 
in the first section of the Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958 is amended by adding at the end 
of the matter relating to title IV of such Act 
the following: 
" Sec. 421. Computer reservations systems. 

"(a) Prohibitions against vendor 
discrimination. 

"(b) Subscriber contract re
straints. 

"(c) Arbitration of participant 
fees. 

"(d) Treatment of certain reduced 
CRS services. 

"(e) Definitions.". 
SEC. 4. PROTECTION OF SMALL COMMUNITY AIR

LINE PASSENGERS. 
(a) ACCESS TO HIGH DENSITY AIRPORTS.

Section 419(b) of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958 (49 U.S.C. App. 1389(b)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para
graph: 

"(10) ACCESS TO HIGH DENSITY AIRPORTS.
"(A) NONCONSIDERATION OF SLOT AVAILABIL

ITY.-ln determining what is basic essential 
air service and in selecting an air carrier to 
provide such service, the Secretary shall not 
give consideration to whether slots at a high 
density airport are available for providing 
such service. 

"(B) MAKING SLOTS AVAILABLE.-If basic es
sential air service is to be provided to and 
from a high density airport, the Secretary 
shall ensure that a sufficient number of slots 
at such airport are available to the air car
rier providing or selected to provide such 
service. If necessary to carry out the objec
tives of this subsection, the Secretary shall 
take such action as may be necessary to 
have such slots transferred or otherwise 
made available to the air carrier; except that 
the Secretary shall not be required to make 
slots available at O'Hare International Air
port in Chicago, Illinois, if the number of 
slots available for basic essential air service 
to and from such airport is at least 132 
slots.''. 

(b) TRANSFERS OF SLOTS AT HIGH DENSITY 
AIRPORTS.-Section 419(b)(7) of such Act (49 
U.S.C. App. 1489(b)(7)) is amended-

(1) by striking "Transfer of operational au
thority at certain" and inserting "Transfers 
of slots at"; 

(2) by striking "an airport at which the Ad
ministrator limits the number of instrument 
flight rule takeoffs and landing of aircraft" 
and inserting "a high density airport"; 

(3) by striking "operational authority" and 
inserting "slots"; 

(4) by striking "has to conduct a landing or 
takeoff'' and inserting "have"; and 

(5) by striking "such authority" the first 
place it appears and inserting "such slots"; 

(6) by striking "such authority is" and in
serting "such slots are"; and 

(7) by inserting "basic essential" after 
"used to provide". 

(C) DEFINITIONS.-Section 419(k) of such Act 
(49 U.S.C. App. 1389(k)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraphs: 

"(6) HIGH DENSITY AIRPORT.-The term 
'high density airport' means an airport at 
which the Administrator limits the number 
of instrument flight rule takeoffs and land
ings of aircraft. 

"(7) SLOT.-The term 'slot' means a res
ervation for an instrument flight rule take
off or landing by an air carrier of an aircraft 
in air transportation.".• 
•Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
today I am pleased to introduce, with 
my colleagues Senators DANFORTH, 
MCCAIN. KOHL, KASTEN. DECONCINI, and 
REID the Airline Competition Enhance
ment Act of 1992. Two weeks ago, I 
chaired a hearing of the Subcommittee 
on Consumer and Environmental Af
fairs to examine whether the recent 
closings and mergings in the airline in
dustry meant that competition was de
creasing or would soon decline to such 
an extent that consumers would be 
faced with higher prices and fewer 
choices. I became convinced after lis
tening to the witnesses, that competi
tion in the industry, while vibrant in 
some markets, was at a risk in others. 

This legislation is intended to ad
dress the two factors identified at the 
hearing as having particularly strong 
anticompetitive effects in the industry: 
the computer reservation systems used 
by travel agents to book flights for 
their customers which are owned by 
the two dominant airlines, and limits 
on takeoff and landing slots at high 
density airports. In my view, in order 
to promote competition and protect 
the benefits of deregulation that con
sumers have enjoyed since 1978, legisla
tion action is warranted. In order to 
speed congressional action, the legisla
tion we are introducing today is iden
tical to that already introduced by 
Congressman OBERSTAR in the House of 
Representatives. 

The case for removing high-tech
nology bias and certain discriminatory 
practices in airline computer reserva
tion systems is particularly persuasive. 
As one of the witnesses at our hearing 
stated, the airline industry is rapidly 
coming to resemble the CRS industry. 
That spells bad news for consumers. 
The two largest CRS systems in the 
United States are owned or co-owned, 
respectively, by the two largest air
lines and these systems together ac
count for 71 percent of all airline ticket 
sales. 

The General Accounting Office has 
identified the issue of CRS dominance 
by the two major airline owners and 
discrimination against other carriers 
who must rely on those systems as one 
of the major anticompetitive factors in 
the industry. The Department of 
Transportation itself has been working 
on a rulemaking for the past 2 years to 
address some of the problems caused by 
the reliance of travel agents and small
er airlines on the CRS systems owned 
and operated by the two largest car
riers. At our hearing, however, the De
partment admitted that it was un
likely to meet its May 1992 completion 
date for the regulation. 

As a Senator who prefers to let a 
free, competitive market govern itself 
where it exists, I remain hopeful ·that 
once we make these changes, we will 
have a vigorously competitive airline 
action to ensure that competition is 
fair, I am concerned that we will see 
more and more airline failures and con
sumers will be paying higher and high
er fares.• 

By Mr. JEFFORDS: 
S. 2313. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to provide the 
American taxpayer with an annual re
port on the financial status of the Fed
eral Government; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

ANNUAL REPORT TO THE AMERICAN TAXPAYER 
ACT 

• Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, soon, 
the Senate will begin consideration of 
an economic recovery package. We'll 
spend considerable time on the floor of 
the Senate debating the merits of each 
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party's proposals. There will probably 
be some partisan bickering, but we will 
pass an economic growth bill. Mean
while, the deficit will continue to grow. 

We'll help achieve short-term 
growth, while our long-term financial 
strength continues to erode. Many 
economists and the press have for 
years derided American corporations 
for their short-term planning horizons. 
Financial planning consists of trying 
to make the next quarterly report look 
good. Thousands of American jobs have 
been lost because of our shortsighted
ness. How many more jobs will be lost 
because of the shortsightedness of the 
Federal Government? 

Publicly owned corporations are re
quired to give their shareholders an an
nual report outlining the financial sit
uation of the company. This report al
lqws shareholders to make some edu
cated decisions about the management 
of the company. Is the American tax
payer entitled to any less. I don't think 
so. 

Thus today, Mr. President, I am in
troducing a bill to require the Federal 
Government to provide an annual re
port to the Government's shareholders, 
the American taxpayer. The title of 
this legislation is somewhat long, the 
Annual Report to the American Tax
payer Act, but I think of it as taxpayer 
right to know. We have worker right to 
know, community right to know, why 
not recognize the taxpayer's right to 
know. 

This bill is very simple. Every year, 
the Internal Revenue Service sends out 
tax forms and booklets to millions of 
taxpayers. This bill requires the IRS to 
include some information about the fi
nancial status of the Federal Govern
ment. The information to be provided 
in this report builds upon information 
required under the budget agreement. 
The budget agreement requires the IRS 
to present pie charts showing how tax 
dollars are spent. I believe this require
ment is excellent. Taxpayers should 
know how tax dollars are spent. Tax
payers should also be told every year 
how we are managing their money. I 
believe the more they know, the more 
pressure the taxpayers will put on 
their elected officials to put America 
back on a solid financial footing. I urge 
my colleagues to support this legisla
tion.• 

By Mr. JOHNSTON (by request): 
S. 2314. A bill to correct an error in 

Public Law 100-425 relating to the res
ervation for the Confederated Tribes of 
the Grand Ronde Community of Or
egon; to the Cammi ttee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 
RESERVATION OF THE CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF 

THE GRAND RONDE COMMUNITY OF OREGON 
• Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, at 
the request of the Department of the 
Interior, I send to the desk a bill "To 
correct an error in Public Law 100--425 
relating to the reservation for the Con-

federated Tribes of the Grand Ronde 
Community of Oregon." 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
and the communications which accom
panied the proposal be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2314 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That section 4(b) of the 
Act of September 9, 1988 (102 Stat. 1594, Pub
lic Law 100-425), is amended by deleting from 
the 47th item listed thereunder the legal de
scription and inserting in lieu thereof under 
the respective headings South, West, Sec
tion, Subdivision, Acres: 

"3 8 7 Lots 1-4 SE%NE%, EV2SWl/4 185.80". 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, DC, January 28, 1992. 

Hon. J. DANFORTH QUAYLE, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed is a draft 
bill, "To correct an error in Public Law 100-
425 relating to the establishment of a res
ervation for the Confederated Tribes of the 
Grand Ronde Community of Oregon, and for 
other purposes. 

We recommend that the draft bill be intro
duced, referred to the appropriate committee 

. for consideration, and enacted. 
The Act of September 9, 1988, (102 Stat. 

1594, Public Law 100-425) provided for the es
tablishment of a reserv~tion for the Confed
erated Tribes of the Grand Ronde Commu
nity of Oregon. As described and redesig
nated by section l(c) of that Act, the res
ervation lands are a single tract in Yamhill 
County, Oregon, held in trust by the United 
States for the use and benefit of such tribes 
and tribal members. The tract consists of 
9,811.32 acres previously managed by the Bu
reau of Land Management. The lands were 
revested Oregon and California Railroad 
(O&C) and reconveyed Coos Bay Wagon Road 
(CBW) grant lands, managed under the Act of 
August 23, 1937 (43 U.S.C. 1181(a), et seq.). 

To offset the revenue lost by Yamhill 
County production from the redesignated 
O&C and CBW lands lost by Yamhill County, 
section 4(b) of P.L. 100-425 described and re
designated 12,035.32 acres of public domain 
land in Yamhill and Tillamook Counties in 
Oregon considered to be . comparable in pro
duction of timber and annual revenues. This 
land would be managed in the future as O&C 
lands. All moneys received from or on ac
count of those lands are to be deposited in 
the Treasury of the United States in the spe
cial fund designated "Oregon and California 
Land Grant Fund" and distributed as pro
vided in the Act of August 28, 1937. 

A known error exists in the land descrip
tion in the 47th item under Section 4(b) of 
Public Law 100-425. The language of the draft 
bill is intended to correct this error. The 
acreage shown on this line is correct as are 
the total acreages in each section of Public 
Law 100-425. The draft bill will change only 
the written description, not the acreage. 

The Office of Management and Budget has 
advised that there is no objection to the sub
mission of this proposed legislation from the 
standpoint of the Administration's program. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD RoLDAN, 

Assistant Secretary.• 

By Mr. JOHNSTON (for himself and 
Mr. WALLOP) (by request): 

S. 2315. A bill to enhance the law en
forcement authority of the Secretary 
of the Interior on public lands, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY OF THE 
SECRET ARY OF THE INTERIOR ON PUBLIC LANDS 

• Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, Sen
ator WALLOP and I are today introduc
ing at the request of the Department of 
the Interior a bill "To enhance the law 
enforcement authority of the Secretary 
of the Interior on public lands, and for 
other purposes". 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
and the communication which accom
panied the proposal be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2315 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

"SECTION 1. With respect to the public 
lands, as defined in subsection 103(e) of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976 (90 Stat. 2746, 43 U.S.C. 1702(e)), the Sec
retary of the Interior is authorized to con
duct investigations of violations of, and to 
enforce the provisions of, subsection 401(a) of 
the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 
841(a)) with regard to violations thereof on 
the public lands. 

"SEC. 2. Nothing in this Act shall diminish 
in any way the authority of the Secretary of 
the Interior under any other statute.". 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, DC, January 28, 1992. 

Hon. J. DANFORTH QUAYLE, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed is a pro
posed bill "To enhance the law enforcement 
authority of the Secretary of the Interior on 
public lands, and for other purposes." 

We recommend that the proposal be intro
duced, referred to the appropriate commit
tee, and enacted. 

The draft bill would augment and improve 
the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) 
law enforcement program by providing more 
effective authority to counter illegal drug 
activities on the public lands through en
forcement of provisions of section 401(a) of 
the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 
841(a)). The authority sought is limited to 
enforcement in those situations in which a 
violation of subsection 401(a) has taken place 
on public lands. Subsection 401(a) contains 
comprehensive prohibitions against manu
facture, distribution, dispensing, or posses
sion with intent to manufacture, distribute, 
or dispense a controlled substance. Similar 
prohibitions pertain to "co"!lnterfeit sub
stances". 

The BLM has been experiencing and con
tinues to experience an alarming prolifera
tion of illegal drug activity on the public 
lands. Due to the vastness of the lands and 
their isolated nature, the limited law en
forcement presence on them, and the specific 
language of the laws prohibiting these illegal 
activities, public lands are increasingly at
tractive to persons seeking to engage in all 
types of illegal drug operations. 

Law enforcement officers of the BLM have 
law enforcement authority pursuant to sec-
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tion 303 of the Federal Land Policy and Man
agement Act of 1976 (FLPMA) (43 U.S.C. 
1733). That section authorizes the Secretary 
of the Interior (Secretary) to enforce Federal 
laws and regulations relating to the public 
lands and their resources. The BLM's law en
forcement authority includes authority to 
utilize fully trained Federal law enforcement 
officers who may carry firearms, mak~ ar
rests, conduct search and seizure operatfons, 
execute and serve warrants, and carry out 
law enforcement functions. 

In view of the authority and responsibility 
in FLPMA, it is clear that the BLM's law en
forcement officers can enforce several provi
sions of the Controlled Substances Act. The 
proscriptions in that law, including those in 
subsections 40l(b) (5) and (6) and subsection 
40l(c) (21 U.S.C. 841 (b) and (c)) provide spe
cific penalties for certain narrowly defined 
violations which take place on Federal land 
or property. For example, subsection 
40l(b)(5) provides that any person who vio
lates subsection 40l(a) by "cultivating" a 
controlled substance on Federal property 
shall be imprisoned as provided in that sub
section, and fined amounts specified therein. 

Since the provision in subsection 40l(b)(5) 
pertaining to cultivating a controlled sub
stance on Federal property is specific to Fed
eral lands, the Office of the Solicitor has 
concluded that this provision constitutes a 
Federal law pertaining to the public lands 
and their resources within the meaning of 
section 303 of FLPMA, and thus is a Federal 
law that may be enforced by the BLM's law 
enforcement officers. This same reasoning 
applies to other provisions specifically relat
ing to Federal property or Federal land. 

However, since subsection 40l(a) itself does 
not pertain solely and specifically to Federal 
property, it has been the view of the Depart
ment that the BLM's law enforcement au
thority is not so clearly applicable to these 
40l(a) violations. Therefore, the same BLM 
officers who are authorized to enforce sub
section 40l(b)(5) and the other provisions spe
cifically applicable to Federal land or prop
erty, currently do not enforce the com
prehensive prohibitions in subsection 40l(a) 
against manufacture, dispensing, and dis
tribution of illegal drugs even when these ac
tivities occur on the public lands. 

Moreover, due to differing points of view in 
the larger Federal law enforcement commu
nity concerning the scope of the BLM's au
thority to enforce section 401, the BLM offi
cers are often met with conflicting expecta
tions from various officials as they deal with 
drug violations on the public lands. This has 
resulted in confusion during the processing 
of cases through the system. 

Not only has cultivation of controlled sub
stances increased, but illegal drug activity 
on public lands has now expanded to include 
the manufacturing and trafficking in sub
stances such as cocaine and meth
amphetamines. According to news reports, 
methamphetamines will post an even more 
threatening situation in the coming years as 
they are easy and inexpensive to produce. In 
addition, Federal asset seizure and forfeiture 
laws may be driving violators onto the pub
lic lands to avoid the full impact of these 
laws. If convicted of Federal drug violations, 
illegal growers who operate on private lands 
may be subjected to seizure of their personal 
and real property. If convicted of the same 
violations on Federal lands, their personal 
risks and losses are lessened. 

The enclosed draft bill would respond to 
this situation by clearly authorizing the Sec
retary to enforce subsection 40l(a) of the 
Controlled Substances Act when violations 

take place on public lands. We note that 
similar authority was included in the Na
tional Forest System Drug Control Act of 
1986 (16 U.S.C. 559c) to authorize law enforce
ment officers of the Forest Service to en
force section 401. 

Use of the Federal lands for any illegal 
drug activities, whether or not they involve 
cultivation of a controlled substance, cannot 
be tolerated. Failure to address this breach 
in the BLM's enforcement authority inevi
tably will result in compromising the Sec
retary's ability to cooperate fully in the 
President's "War on Drugs." In addition, it 
is clear that use of the public lands for these 
illegal purposes negatively affects the Sec
retary's stewardship of the lands, displaces 
lawful endeavors, and poses a threat to the 
safety of lawful users of the public lands. 

The Office of Management and Budget has 
advised that there is no objection to the sub
mission of this proposed legislation from the 
standpoint of the Administration's program. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD RoLDAN, 

Assistant Secretary.• 

By Mr. JOHNSTON (for himself 
and Mr. WALLOP) (by request): 

S. 2316. A bill to clarify authority of 
the Secretary of the Interior to cooper
ate with non-Federal entities in the 
conduct of research concerning the Na
tional Park System, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 
COOPERATION WITH NON-FEDERAL ENTITIES IN 

CONDUCTING RESEARCH CONCERNING THE NA
TIONAL PARK SYSTEM 

• Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, Sen
ator WALLOP and I are today introduc
ing at the request of the Department of 
the Interior a bill "To clarify author
ity of the Secretary of the Interior to 
cooperate with non-Federal entities in 
the conduct of research concerning the 
National Park System, and for other 
purposes." 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
and the communication which accom
panied the proposal be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was order to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2316 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

That the Act entitled "An Act to improve 
the administration of the National Park Sys
tem by the Secretary of the Interior, and to 
clarify the authorities applicable to the sys
tem, and for other purposes," approved Au
gust 18, 1970 (84 Stat. 826), as amended (16 
U.S.C. la-2-7), is further amended by chang
ing the period after paragraph (i) in section 
3 to a semicolon and adding the following 
paragraph to section 3: 

"(j) enter into cooperative agreements 
with public or private educational institu
tions, States and their political subdivisions, 
or any other public or private person or 
other entity for the purpose of developing 
adequate, coordinated, cooperative research 
and training programs concerning the re
sources of the National Park System, and, 
pursuant to such agreements, to accept from 
and make available to the cooperator such 
technical and support staff, financial assist-

ance, supplies and equipment, facilities, and 
administrative services relating to coopera
tive research units as the Secretary deems 
appropriate.". 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, DC, February 11, 1992. 

Hon. J. DANFORTH QUAYLE, 
President of the Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed is a draft 
bill, "To clarify authority of the Secretary 
of the Interior to cooperate with non-Federal 
entities in the conduct of research concern
ing the National Park System, and for other 
purposes.'' 

We recommend that the bill be introduced, 
referred to the appropriate committee for 
consideration, and enacted. 

The National Park Service (NPS) of this 
Department, as part of its management re
sponsibilities, regularly conducts scientific 
research with respect to natural, cultural, 
and archaeological resources, and their use 
and enjoyment by the public, within the Na
tional Park System. In addition to the re
search conducted directly by the Service, 
considerable, coordinated research is done 
with non-Federal personnel through coopera
tive agreements establishing cooperative 
park study units (CPSUs) with colleges and 
universities for research that is of mutual 
benefit and interest to the NPS and the co
operating institution. Existing authorities 
(16 U.S.C. 17j-2(e) and 460L--l(f)) relied on by 
th~ NPS, however, are general in nature re
ferring to educational work and research 
that relate to outdoor recreation, and have 
resulted in disparate interpretation and im
plementation for cooperative research and 
training programs. 

The enclosed draft bill would clarify the 
Park Service's authority to establish CPSUs 
and accept and contribute staff services, fi
nancial assistance, supplies and equipment, 
facilities and administrative services pursu
ant to cooperative agreements. 

NPS cooperative research efforts have been 
established at 18 institutions. In 1989, ap
proximately $2.5 million in appropriated 
funds were expended by the NPS at these 18 
institutions for research. The benefits of 
CPSUs to the Service include use of the co
operating institution's library, availability 
of computer and laboratory facilities, and 
the services of graduate students who per
form extensive research on park resources. 
There is also an additional benefit of profes
sional enhancement, when NPS staff have 
the opportunity to participate in giving lec
tures and assisting in teaching duties at the 
cooperating colleges and universities. Each 
of these cooperative efforts usually serves 
several parks and provides a level of research 
support that a single park could not afford. 

The effect of the enclosed draft bill, if en
acted, would be to enhance the management 
authorities of the NPS by clarifying the au
thority of the Service to conduct cooperative 
research on park resources. Similar author
ity exists at 16 U.S.C. 753a for cooperative re
search and training programs conducted by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Na
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra
tion, and the National Marine Fisheries 
Service. 

No increases in the expenditure of Federal 
funds will be occasioned by the enactment of 
the enclosed draft bill; it is solely clarifying 
in nature. 

The Office of Management and Budget ad
vises that there is no objection to the sub
mission of this legislative proposal to Con-
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gress from the standpoint of the Administra
tion 's program. 

Sincerely, 
MIKE HAYDEN, 
Assistant Secretary.• 

By Mr. SEYMOUR: 
S.J. Res. 264. A joint resolution des

ignating May 1992 as "National Com
munity Residential Care Month"; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

NATIONAL COMMUNITY RESIDENTIAL CARE 
MONTH 

• Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a Senate joint reso
lution recognizing the month of May 
1992 as "National Community Residen
tial Care Month." 

Community residential care is one of 
our Nation's most important health 
care services that reaches the elderly, 
disabled and mentally ill in cities 
across the country. These health care 
facilities provide services in an envi
ronment not unlike the home, to en
sure the comfort and support these 
members of our community des
perately need. 

The ability to provide quality care 
begins with the hiring of a professional 
staff. Those seeking a career in the 
health care field must first complete 
education courses and advanced train
ing before receiving a license, to ensure 
a professional environment for the resi
dents. In addition, potential staff mem
bers undergo criminal background 
checks by both the State department 
of social services as well as the State 
law enforcement agencies prior to em
ployment eligibility. Individuals who 
work in this field are compassionate, 
educated, and dedicated to those whom 
they serve and will continue to do so 
with our support and recognition. 

The ability of community care facili
ties to provide safe, quality health care 
to those who cannot care for them
selves has reached a critical level. Dur
ing these times of recession and budget 
restrictions, we should not be seeking 
ways to reduce the availability of 
health care, but ways to improve it for 
every citizen, young and old. 

Therefore, I come before you to seek 
support for recognizing " National Com
munity Residential Care Month" to 
help our comm uni ties acknowledge the 
importance and the growing need for 
quality health care, and to commend 
those dedicated individuals who care 
for the elderly, disabled and mentally 
ill of our Nation.• 

By Mr. SEYMOUR: 
S.J. Res. 265. Joint resolution to des

ignate October 9, 1992, as "National 
School Celebration of the Centennial of 
the Pledge of Allegiance and the 
Quincentennial of the Discovery of 
America by Columbus Day" ; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

NATIONAL SCHOOL CELEBRATION OF THE CEN
TENNIAL OF THE PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE AND 
THE QUINCENTENNIAL OF THE DISCOVERY OF 
AMERICA BY COLUMBUS DAY 

• Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a joint resolution in 
recognition of the Grand National 
School Celebration of the Pledge of 
Allegiance and the Columbus 
Quincentenary. 

Each morning, in classrooms across 
the country, children begin the day 
with the Pledge of Allegiance to the 
Flag, the symbol of our Nation's herit
age. It is a time-honored tradition that 
echoes our country's stand for freedom, 
democracy, equality and opportunity. 

The Pledge of Allegiance ceremony 
began in October 1892, the year Presi
dent Benjamin Harrison issued a proc
lamation commemorating the 400th an
niversary of Columbus' discovery of 
America. In light of this celebration, 
Mr. Francis Bellamy wrote the "Pledge 
of Allegiance to the Flag' ' to be recited 
by citizens nationwide. 

Today, as we seek new methods in 
teaching and face the challenges of 
educational reform, let us take this op
portunity to educate our youth in the 
history of our Nation. Through active 
participation in the classroom, stu
dents will learn the fundamental prin
ciple of democracy, and the ideologies 
of allegiance, republic, indivisible, and 
justice. 

To assist the teachers and schools 
participating in this celebration, 
teaching materials will be provided and 
distributed to schools with consider
ation to the number of students, the 
classroom size, and the school 's capa
bility to accompany the various pro
gram activities. To provide the stu
dents with a unique historical perspec
tive, materials will be based on the 
original celebration activities of 1892 
which included a flag-raising ceremony 
defining flag etiquette, the Presi
dential proclamation, and " Ode to Co
lumbus" essay activity, and a pledge 
pageant based on the history of Colum
bus and native Americans, and the 
Pledge of Allegiance song with original 
text. 

Through the hard work of volunteers 
Paula Burton and J olane J alley, this 
national school celebration is an edu
cational opportunity focusing on the 
objectives of increasing patriotism in 
citizenship, while teaching the fun
damental principle of democracy to our 
youth in grades K-12. 

Traditions continue only if they are 
passed from generation to generation. 
Therefore, we must continue educating 
our children of the heritage of our 
country, and the principles of democ
racy, freedom, and opportunity for 
which we stand as a Nation. Mr. Presi
dent, distinguished colleagues, I ask 
for your support in recognizing the 
" Grand National School Celebration of 
the Pledge of Allegiance and Columbus 
Quincentenary Day" resolution.• 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S.J. Res. 266. Joint resolution des

ignating the week of April 26-May 2, 
1992 as "National Crime Victims' 
Rights Week"; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

NATIONAL CRIME VICTIMS' RIGHTS WEEK 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce today a joint reso
lution which designates the week of 
April 26-May 2, 1992, as " National 
Crime Victims' Rights Week. " 

It is a sad legacy that over the past 
few years, nearly 35 million Americans 
have been victimized annually by 
criminal acts; 6 million individuals per 
year are raped, robbed, beaten or mur
dered. The impact of crime is devastat
ing to innocent victims and their fami 
lies. In addition to the physical injury 
and the financial losses, the victim is 
further scarred with the emotional loss 
of one 's sense of dignity, security, and 
trust in other human beings. It is dis
turbing that the likelihood of becom
ing a victim of violent crime is now 
greater than that of being injured in an 
automobile accident. 

Further compounding the pain and 
anguish victims endure has been a his
torical insensitivity to their plight. 
For too long, our criminal justice sys
tem focused on the rights of offenders 
and paid little or no attention to the 
rights and needs of those victims who 
suffered physically, emotionally, and 
financially. The criminal justice sys
tem has often times ignored the rights 
of victims before making crucial deci
sions regarding their cases or failed to 
notify them when a defendant had been 
released on bail. While the system of
fered legal representation and other 
forms of aid to the accused, it offered 
minimal assistance to the victim in re
covering from the tremendous burden 
resulting from victimization. 

However, since 1982, when the Presi
dent's Task Force on Victims of Crime 
helped focus greater public attention 
on the rights and needs of these indi
viduals, great progress has been made 
in efforts to assist crime victims and 
their families. The Federal Govern
ment has been working diligently with 
the States to encourage the develop
ment and expansion of programs for 
crime victims. Nearly every State, as 
well as the Federal Government, has 
passed legislation to ensure the fair 
treatment of crime victims. The Crime 
Control Act of 1990 set forth, for the 
first time, a Federal Crime Victims ' 
Bill of Rights. Forty-five States also 
have a Crime Victims' Bill of Rights to 
ensure that victims' needs are consid
ered during criminal proceedings. 
Hopefully, through the continued ef
forts of all levels of government, pri
vate organizations, and concerned citi
zens, the trauma suffered by the inno
cent victims of crime will be eased. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to join with me and support t his joint 
resolution. I ask unanimous consent t o 
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have the text of this joint resolution 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 266 
Whereas, almost 35,000,000 individuals in 

the United States are victimized by crime 
each year, with 6,000,000 falling prey to vio-
lence; · 

Whereas, survivors of violent crime need 
and deserve quality programs and services to 
help them recover from the devastating psy
chological, physical and emotional hardships 
resulting from their victimization; 

Whereas, 1992 marks the twenty-year anni
versary of combined efforts from crime vic
tims, victim service providers, criminal jus
tice officials, and concerned citizens to make 
victims' rights and services a reality in the 
Nation, and the ten-year anniversary of the 
historic passage of the Federal Victim and 
Witness Protection Act of 1992 by the United 
States Congress; 

Whereas, the road to victim justice has 
been paved over the past two decades with 
the commitment. perseverance and spirit of 
million of survivors who proudly carry the 
banner of justice in our Nation; 

Whereas, to fight the continuing threat of 
crime and victimization, all Americans must 
join together, committing their individual 
and collective resources to crime prevention 
and victim services: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That April 26--May 2, 1992, 
is designated as "National Crime Victims' 
Rights Week", and the President is author
ized and requested to issue a proclamation 
calling upon the people of the United States 
to observe the week with appropriate cere
monies and activities. 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
S.J. Res. 267. Joint resolution to des

ignate March 17, 1992, as "Irish Brigade 
Day"; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

IRISH BRIGADE DAY 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of 
this joint resolution be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 267 
Whereas the United States of America is a 

nation of immigrants and the contributions 
of Irish immigrants and their descendants to 
the defense of the public liberty has been a 
hallmark of Irish Americans; 

Whereas the officers and men of the Irish 
Brigade in the service of France volunteered 
to fight for American liberty in 1775, three 
years before the entry of France in our War 
for Independence; 

Whereas the officers and men of the regi
ment of Walsh of the Irish Brigade volun
teered to serve as American continental Ma
rines with John Paul Jones on the 
''Bonhomme Richard"; 

Whereas the Irish Brigade fought for Amer
ican liberty in our war for Independence at 
Savannah, Georgia and Irish troops at 
Glouster Point, Virginia under Count Arthur 
Dillon of the Legion of Lauzin in the Army 
of Rochambeau closed the ring around Corn
wallis at Yorktown, thus assuring victory for 
Washington and independence for the United 
States; 

Whereas throughout history, the Irish 
military and naval contribution to the Unit
ed States has included many noted heroes; 

Whereas the predominately Irish Thomp
son Battalion of Pennsylvania became the 
keystone of Washington's Continental Army 
and under Anthony Wayne, the Infantry Line 
of Pennsylvania was known as the "Line of 
Ireland"; 

Whereas the United States Army Com
mand and General Staff School at Fort Leav
enworth, Kansas in its hallway of Combat 
Leaders, has chosen Colonel William "Wild 
Bill" Donovan of the 69th Regiment of New 
York (165th U.S. Infantry) as "the epitome of 
combat leadership" in World War I; and, 

Whereas the Irish Americans continue the 
tradition of honorable military service in 
the defense of the United States: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That March 17, 1992 is 
designated as "Irish Brigade Day", and the 
President of the United States is authorized 
and requested to issue a proclamation call
ing upon the people of the United States to 
observe such day with appropriate cere
monies and activities.• 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 466 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. GORTON] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 466, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for a 
renewable energy production credit, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 588 

At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. WELLSTONE] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 588, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 with re
spect to the tax treatment of certain 
cooperative service organizations of 
private and community foundations. 

s. 765 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
765, a bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 to exclude the imposi
tion of employer social security taxes 
on cash tips. 

s. 792 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WOFFORD] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 792, a bill to reauthor
ize the Indoor Radon Abatement Act of 
1988 and for other purposes. 

s. 873 

At the request of Mr. BOREN, the 
names of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BAUCUS], the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. GRAHAM], and the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 873, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify 
the treatment of interest income and 
rental expense in connection with safe 
harbor leases involving rural electric 
cooperatives. 

S. 1288 

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro-

lina [Mr. HELMS] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1288, a bill to rescind un
authorized appropriations for fiscal 
year 1991. 

s. 1725 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
his name was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1725, a bill to authorize the minting 
and issuance of coins in commemora
tion of the quincentenary of the first 
voyage to the New World by Chris
topher Columbus and to establish the 
Christopher Columbus Quincentenary 
Scholarship Foundation and an Endow
ment Fund, and for related purposes. 

S. 1862 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from South Da
kota [Mr. DASCHLE] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1862, a bill to amend the 
National Wildlife Refuge System Ad
ministration Act of 1966 to improve the 
management of the National Wildlife 
Refuge System, and for other purposes. 

s. 1931 

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the 
names of the Senator from South Da
kota [Mr. DASCHLE] and the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. MACK] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1931, a bill to authorize 
the Air Force Association to establish 
a memorial in the District of Columbia 
or its environs. 

s. 2167 

At the request of Mr. SEYMOUR, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. SARBANES], the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WOFFORD], the Sen
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY], the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. SPECTER], and the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2167, a bill to re
strict trade and other relations with 
the Republic of Azerbaijan. 

s. 2169 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. REID] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2169, a bill making supplemental ap
propriations for programs in the fiscal 
year that ends September 30, 1992, that 
will provide near-term improvements 
in the Nation's transportation infra
structure and long-term benefits to 
those systems and to the productivity 
of the U.S. economy. 

s. 2201 

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO] and the Senator from 
New York [Mr. MOYNIHAN] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2201, a bill to au
thorize the admission to the United 
States of certain scientists of the Com
monwealth of Independent States as 
employment-based immigrants under 
the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 2204 

At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, 
the names of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. CONRAD] and the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. LUGAR] were added 



March 4, 1992 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 4377 
as cosponsors of S. 2204, a bill to amend 
title 23, United States Code, to repeal 
the provisions relating to penalties 
with respect to grants to States for 
safety belt and motorcycle helmet traf
fic safety programs. 

S. 2236 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI], the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. PACKWOOD], the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WOFFORD], and the 
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2236, a bill to 
amend the Voting Rights Act of 1965 to 
modify and extend the bilingual voting 
provisions of the act. 

s. 2244 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
names of the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. CONRAD]. the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. SMITHJ, the Sen
ator from New York [Mr. MOYNIHAN], 
the Senator from Alaska [Mr. STE
VENS], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
KASTEN], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. SIMPSON], the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. WARNER], and the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2244, a bill to re
quire the construction of a memorial 
on Federal land in the District of Co-
1 umbia or its environs to honor mem
bers of the Armed Forces who served in 
World War II and to commemorate 
United States participation in that 
conflict. 

s. 2250 

At the request of Mr. SASSER, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. BINGAMAN] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2250, a bill to allow rational 
choice between defense and domestic 
discretionary spending. 

s. 2278 

At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the 
names of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
SYMMS], the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
STEVENS], and the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. SMITH] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2278, a bill to amend 
section 801 of the act entitled "An Act 
to establish a code of law for the Dis
trict of Columbia," approved March 3, 
1901, to require life imprisonment with
out parole, or death penalty, for first 
degree murder. 

s. 2305 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KASTEN] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2305, a bill to control and prevent 
crime. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 139 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. LOTT] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 139, a joint 
resolution to designate October 1991, as 
"National Lock-In-Safety Month". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 166 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the 
names of the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS], the Senator from 

Nevada [Mr. REID], and the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 166, a joint resolution 
designating the week of October 6 
through 12, 1991, as "National Cus
tomer Service Week". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 231 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
names of the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. WARNER], the Senator from Mis
souri [Mr. BOND], the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. CRAIG], the ·senator from 
Rhode Island. [Mr. PELL], the Senator 
from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA], the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. WELLSTONE], and 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. JOHN
STON] were added as cosponsors of Sen
ate Joint Resolution 231; a joint resolu
tion to designate the month of May 
1992, as "National Foster Care Month". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 234 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the names of the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PELL], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KERRY], the Sen
ator from North Carolina [Mr. SAN
FORD], the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WOFFORD], the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. HELMS], the Sen
ator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS], 
and the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
SARBANES] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 234, a joint 
resolution expressing the sense of the 
Congress regarding the Government of 
Kenya's November 14 through 16, 1991, 
suppression of the democratic opposi
tion and suspending economic and 
military assistance for Kenya. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 236 

At the request of Mr. D' AMATO, the 
names of the Senator from California 
[Mr. SEYMOUR] and the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 236, a joint resolution des
ignating the third week in September 
1992 as "National Fragrance Week". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 248 

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. NUNN] and the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. BOREN] were added as co
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
248, a joint resolution designating Au
gust 7, 1992, as "Battle of Guadalcanal 
Remembrance Day". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 257 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. CONRAD] was added as a 
cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
257, a joint resolution to designate the 
month of June 1992, as "National 
Scleroderma Awareness." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 70 

At the request of Mr. SANFORD, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
HATFIELD] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 70, a 
concurrent resolution to express the 
sense of the Congress with respect to 
the support of the United States for 
the protection of the African elephant. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 89 

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DODD] and the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Concurrent Reso
lution 89, a concurrent resolution to 
express the sense of the Congress con
cerning the United Nations Conference 
on Environment and Development. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION 98-RELATING TO CANA
DIAN QUOTA REGIME ON CHICK
EN IMPORTS 
Mr. McCONNELL (for himself, Mr. 

PRYOR, Mr. ROTH, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. WAR
NER, Mr. LUGAR, and Mr. BUMPERS) sub
mitted the following concurrent resolu
tion; which was referred to the Com
mittee on Finance: 

S. CON. RES. 98 
Expressing the sense of the Congress that 

the current Canadian quota regime on chick
en imports should be removed as part of the 
Uruguay Round and North American Free 
Trade Agreement negotiations and that Can
ada's imposition of quotas on United States 
processed chicken violates Article XI of the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. 

Whereas the United States chicken indus
try is the most efficient in the world and 
produced approximately $13.8 billion worth 
of chickens in 1991; 

Whereas Canada's chicken supply manage
ment system severely restricts the importa
tion of United States chickens, resulting in 
$350 million to $700 million in lost sales; 

Whereas Canada's chicken supply manage
ment system severely restricts United States 
chicken processors and retailers from ex
panding into the Canadian market; 

Whereas Canada's chicken supply manage
ment system protects the Canadian chicken 
growers while severely hurting both United 
States and Canadian processors and food 
service retailers; 

Whereas Canada's chicken supply manage
ment system causes exceedingly high chick
en prices and supply shortages in Canada; 
and 

Whereas Canada's chicken supply manage
ment system and the imposition of quotas on 
processed chicken contravenes Canada's obli
gations under Article XI of the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress that-

(1) the United States, as part of the Uru
guay Round and North American Free Trade 
Agreement negotiations, should negotiate 
tariffication of Canada's chicken supply 
management system and the elimination of 
processed chicken from Canada's Import 
Control List; 

(2) the United States should seek the elimi
nation of the new duties imposed by Canada 
on chicken imports in accordance with the 
terms of the United States-Canada Free 
Trade Agreement; and 

(3) the United States should oppose any ac
tivity on the part of Canada which results in 
lost sales for United States chicken export
ers and restricts the United States access to 
Canadian markets. 

• Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce a resolution 
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which seeks the removal of Canada's 
import quotas on chicken. These mar
ket-distorting barriers have no place in 
today 's global economy and must be 
eliminated. The Uruguay round and 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
negotiations provides an excellent op
portunity to do so. 

Canada's supply management system 
for chicken controls the Canadian 
chicken market through production 
and import quotas. These controls se
verely limit market access for United 
States exporters and restrict expansion 
in Canada by United States companies 
in the chicken industry. The Canadian 
system protects 2,400 Canadian chicken 
growers at the expense of thousands of 
United States chicken exporters, proc
essors and retailers and millions of Ca
nadian consumers. 

For example, Kentucky Fried Chick
en, recently renamed KFC, is based in 
my hometown of Louisville, KY. KFC 
is a real American export success 
story. The company has operated over
seas for 25 years, and has 3,300 res
taurants in 62 countries. Doing busi
ness in markets as diverse as Germany, 
Swaziland, Bahrain, and Peru, KFC had 
encountered-and overcome-just 
about every trade barrier imaginable. 

Until they ran into Canada's chicken 
supply management system. 

Canada's system needlessly limits 
the supply of chicken to KFC's Cana
dian · restaurants. This frequently 
forces them to purchase a product 
which does not meet the company's 
specifications, and on occasion, forces 
KFC restaurants to close early. 

The quotas also restrict KFC's abil
ity to expand its Canadian operations. 
KFC's current sales of $600 million 
could be increased to $1 billion over the 
next 4 years if a larger, more secure 
supply of chicken were available. It 
would be if Canada dropped its quota 
system. 

That secure supply would come from 
U.S. chicken producers. The U.S. poul
try industry is the largest and most 
competitive in the world. In 1990, the 
United States exported $615 million 
worth of chicken worldwide, but only 
$135 million worth to Canada. If the Ca
nadian market were fully opened, Unit
ed States exports would increase by 
$350 to $700 million. 

The Uruguay round negotiations 
offer a unique opportunity for United 
States Government negotiators to seek 
the elimination of Canada's chicken 
import quotas. The round is particu
larly important given that the United 
States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement 
failed to offer meaningful liberaliza
tion of chicken imports. Under the 
FTA, the import quota was increased 
by only 1.2 to 7.5 percent of total Cana
dian consumption. 

United States negotiators should be 
reminded that Canada's import quotas 
are inconsistent with GATT article XI. 
The GATT has ruled in several rP.<:ent 

panels that highly processed products, 
like chicken sandwich patties, clearly 
are not a like product to live or fresh 
whole chickens, making their inclusion 
in Canada's supply management sys
tem a blatant violation. 

In order to achieve open access to the 
Canadian chicken market, Canada's 
trade barriers must be eliminated. The 
Dunkel text proposal to convert import 
quotas into tariff equivalents is on the 
right course. However, the depth of 
these reductions-36 percent over a 6-
year period-is wholly inadequate. Can
ada's GATT-illegal quotas on processed 
chicken must be entirely removed and 
not simply converted into an unaccept
ably high tariff. The new tariffied duty 
rates applicable to fresh chicken im
ports should be phased out entirely by 
1998 in accordance with the terms of 
the United States-Canada Free-Trade 
Agreement. 

Mr. President, as the world moves to
ward more liberalized trade, and as 
Canada, Mexico, and the United States 
move toward a North American Free
Trade Agreement, trade barriers like 
Canada's chicken supply management 
system look increasingly out of place. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in push
ing for an elimination of this out
dated, market-distorting system.• 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT 

MANAGEMENT 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce that the Subcommittee on 
Oversight of Government Management, 
Committee on Governmental Affairs, 
will hold a hearing on "Department of 
Defense Inventory: Why Does the Pen
tagon Buy So Much?" on Wednesday, 
March 11, 1992, at 9:30 a.m., in room 342 
of the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Juvenile Justice of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, March 4, 
1992, at 10:30 a.m., to hold a hearing on 
juveniles in the court system. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, March 4, 1992, at 2 p.m. 
to hold a hearing on the nomination of 
Robert L. Echols, to be U.S. district 
judge for the middle district of Ten
nessee, Ira Dement, to be U.S. district 
judge for the middle district of Ala
bama. John R. Padova, to be U.S. dis-

trict judge for the eastern district of 
Pennsylvania and Jimm Larry 
Hendren, to be U.S. district judge for 
the eastern district of Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, March 4, 
1992, at 10 a.m. for a hearing on "Com
prehensive Health Reform: Health 

· America and the Administration Pro
posal." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITIEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Armed Services be authorized to 
meet on Wednesday, March 4, 1992, at 2 
p.m., in open session, to receive testi
mony from the unified commands on 
their military strategy and operational 
requirements, and the amended defense 
authorization request for fiscal year 
1993 and the future year defense plan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, March 4, 1992, at 
2 p.m. to hold an open hearing on S. 
2198. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so or.dered. 

COMMITIEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs be authorized to meet jointly 
with the Joint Economic Committee 
during the session of the Senate, 
Wednesday, March 4, 1992, at 9:30 a.m. 
to conduct a hearing on the first an
nual report of the Competitiveness Pol
icy Council. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITIEE ON WATER RESOURCES, 
TRANSPORTATION, AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Water Resources, Trans
portation, and Infrastructure, Commit
tee on Environment and Public Works, 
be authorized to meet during the ses
sion of the Senate on Wednesday, 
March 4, beginning at 10 a.m., to con
duct a hearing on water resources in
frastructure needs and impacts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO DONALD INGWERSON 
• Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to take a moment to acknowl
edge and pay tribute to a fellow Ken
tuckian and leader of education in my 
State, Donald Ingwerson. 

Mr. Ingwerson, superintendent of Jef
ferson County's public schools, was re
cently named "National Superintend
ent of the Year" at the annual conven
tion of the American Association of 
School Administrators in San Diego. 

Superintendent Ingwerson has a phi
losophy that obviously holds true and 
can be a guide for all of us as we con
sider various education matters. As he 
stated in a recent Courier-Journal 
news article about his award: 

My personal philosophy of education has 
been a simple one: Every child can learn . . . 
I guess what I'm really trying to do with my 
philosophy is to eliminate the excuses. I'm 
trying to help everyone understand that fail
ure to learn is unacceptable, that Louisville 
is a community of learners, and that each of 
us has a responsibility to expect the best of 
others and then help them achieve it. 

Superintendent Ingwerson has imple
mented many changes in the Jefferson 
County School System to ensure that 
our children receive the best education 
possible. Implementing a nongraded 
primary program, requiring tougher 
academic standards for student ath
letes, making accessible to students 
take-home computers, magnet schools, 
extended school services and a regional 
drug abuse center are just a few inno
vative examples of his work. 

Kentucky's educational system has 
gone through many changes and re
forms over the past couple of years. Su
perintendent Ingwerson's acceptance of 
this award not only reassures Ken
tucky's educational community, but 
shows the rest of the country that our 
State is at the forefront of educational 
reform. It sends a message that we 
have and will keep continuing to im
prove one of the most important ele
ments in everyone's life-education. 

I applaud Superintendent Ingwerson 
in his efforts and many accomplish
ments on behalf of Jefferson County's 
schoolchildren. He has shown us all 
that whenever he reaches a peak in his 
incredibly successful career, he contin
ues to reach for a new one, especially 
when it comes to improving Ken
tucky's educational system.• 

SENATE COMPLIANCE WITH THE 
AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES 
ACT 

• Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, yester
day I called on the Senate to act to en
sure that it was in full compliance with 
the Americans ·with Disabilities Act, 
Public Law 101-336. I called on the Sen
ate Rules Committee to quickly act to 
rectify the current situation. 

I am confident that the Rules Com
mittee will act as quickly as possible 
do what is right. 

However, I was dismayed to read in 
the Washington Post this morning that 
the Sergeant at Arms' office is defend
ing the status quo. 

Mr. President, the Senate should lead 
the Nation in areas of equality of op
portunity and equal access. There once 
were those in our Nation who defended 
the concept of separate but equal. I 
would hope that the comments I read 
in the Post do not signify a return to 
that wrong, unjustifiable position. 

Mr. President, I ask that the article 
to which I have referred and the letter 
I have written to the Sergeant at Arms 
in response appears in the RECORD at 
this point. 

The material follows: 
[From the Washington Post, March 3-4, 1992) 

WASHINGTON AT WORK 
(By Helen Dewar) 

Congress is so lax in complying with the 
Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA) that 
the office created to help disabled visitors is 
not fully accessible to people in wheelchairs. 

But disabled people may not be able to get 
even that far into the Capitol because Con
gress has reserved only four of its thousands 
of parking places for the disabled, far short 
of the number that would be required if it 
were a private business. 

Yesterday, Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz) a co
sponsor of the legislation, urged a review of 
"Congress's leadership on disabilities is
sues." 

"The current situation is an egregious ex
ample of the Senate once again setting sepa
rate, much more lenient standards for itself 
than we have imposed on the remainder of 
society," McCain said in a speech on the 
Senate floor. 

"The public trust in this institution is at 
an all-time low. Yet the Senate still acts as 
though no law applied to it," he added. 

McCain said he became aware of the Sen
ate's lax compliance with the law when his 
office hired a person who uses a wheelchair. 
He said he made changes in his office to 
make it wheelchair-accessible, but discov
ered that much of the rest of the Capitol re
mained off-limits to the disabled. 

The Congressional Special Services Offices, 
located near the main visitors' entrance at 
the center of the Capitol, was expanded last 
year to accommodate an increased workload 
in tending to the needs of disabled visitors. 
But several steps separate the small recep
tion area and the new rooms, making the in
side offices inaccessible to people in wheel
chairs. 

Senate Deputy Sergeant-at-Arms Robert 
Bean said that only the outer office is in
tended for use by visitors. 

The four parking spaces, which are for visi
tors, are located near the Capitol and the 
three Senate office buildings, but they are 
often occupied by senators' cars, McCain said 
in an interview after his speech. 

Bean said the Senate has assigned 49 per
manent parking spaces to disabled employ
ees, along with 30 spaces allocated on a tem
porary basis, in addition to the four visitors ' 
spaces. Other spaces are designated for the 
disabled at the foot of Capitol Hill near the 
U.S. Botanical Garden. 

Citing these and other problems, McCain 
called on the Senate Committee on Rules 
and Administration to draw up new guide-

lines to ensure full compliance by the Senate 
with the ADA law, which was approved in 
1990 and took effect earlier this year. 

Hon. MARTHA POPE, 

U.S. SENATE, 
March 4, 1992. 

Sergeant at Arms, U.S. Senate, The Capitol, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR Ms. POPE: On March 3, 1992, I called 
on the Senate to "review its leadership on 
disability issues." The Senate has an obliga
tion to the American people to do exactly 
that. 

I was dismayed today, however, to read in 
the Washington Post that the Sergeant at 
Arms' office is defending the status quo and 
.opposing what every American knows is 
right: that the Senate must live by the laws 
it imposes on others. 

The Deputy Sergeant at Arms stated that 
only the outer office of the Congressional 
Special Services Office (CSSO) is intended 
for use by visitors. This statement defies 
logic and shows a blatant, even heartless, 
disregard for the spirit behind decades of 
equal access law. 

First, the physical layout of the CSSO de
nies many disabled Americans the dignity 
they deserve and that the Americans With 
Disabilities Act-which I will remind you the 
Senate passed overwhelmingly-called for. 
Further, the current configuration of the of
fice would prohibit the office from effec
tively hiring and utilizing an individual who 
uses a wheelchair. 

Clearly, this kind of disparate impact on 
mobility impaired· individual cannot be justi
fied. 

Second, by only being allowed access to 
the outer office of CSSO, a mobility im
paired visitor would be denied access to most 
of the office resources. A person with a mo
bility impairment would not be able to at
tend a meeting in the office of the director of 
the CSSO. A mobility impaired visitor would 
also not, for example, be able to meet at the 
office's conference table, or show the office a 
video presentation. 

Additionally, your office stated that the 
Senate has assigne·d 49 permanent parking 
spaces to disabled employees. This "accom
modation" is noble. However, as I stated on 
the floor of the Senate, federal regulations 
do not allow other government agencies or 
private entities to simply accommodate indi
viduals. 

Further, many disabled Senate employees 
have been assigned spaces in Senate parking 
lots where their cars are parked in stacks. 
Due to the nature of parking cars in this 
manner, the cars are often moved through
out the day. At the end of a long day, and es
pecially in inclement weather, the accommo
dation your office spoke of becomes nuga
tory. 

The Senate should not be above the law. 
Defense of its elitist status is contrary to 
the concepts embodied in the Constitution 
itself. 

I would hope that in the future, the Ser
geant at Arms office will continue to do all 
it can to make progress in this area. 

Sincerly, 
JOHN MCCAIN, 

U.S. Senator.• 

OUR LAW ENFORCEMENT 
OFFICERS 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize a group of people 
who serve as out country's backbone 
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for law and order, yet rarely received 
the recognition that they most cer
tainly deserve. Mr. President, I am 
speaking about the law enforcement of
ficers of our Nation. 

Late last year, the National Law En
forcement Officers Memorial was dedi
cated at a ceremony attended by 20,000 
law enforcement officers, survivors of 
fallen officers, and many supporters. 
The dedication ceremony capped a 7-
year effort to honor the more than 
12,500 officers who have died in the line 
of duty throughout our Nation's his
tory. 

In 1984, legislation to establish the 
monument was unanimously passed by 
Congress and signed into law by Presi
dent Reagan. Notably, the memorial, 
which is located at Judiciary Square in 
Washington, D.C., was built with $10.5 
million, all of which was raised by pri
vate contributions. More than 1 million 
Americans, including some 250 corpora
tions and most of our Nation's 500,000 
law officers, donated money to ensure 
that we remember and honor these he
roes and heroines who made the ulti
mate sacrifice in protecting our law 
and order. The donation by so many at
tests to the special place that law en
forcement professionals hold in our 
daily Ii ves. 

Too often, we forget that while we 
enjoy our freedom and our safety, law 
enforcement officers are risking their 
Ii ves daily to ensure those comforts. 
Most Americans really do not take 
time out to thank them until they 
have needed their assistance. The site 
of the memorial was chosen realizing 
that Judiciary Square has been the 
seat of our country's criminal justice 
system for nearly 200 years. This 
monument will remind us all that our 
system did not come without sacrifice. 

Sadly, 150 law enforcement officers 
die each year in the line of duty. If this 
rate remains constant, the walls of the 
memorial will be filled to capacity 
with more than 29,000 names by the 
year 2100. 

My home State of Illinois has suf
fered fatalities of officers as they pro
tected our comm uni ties. Bryan 
Keeney, who was 31 years old and had 
served in the Fairmont Police Depart
ment for 3 years, was shot in head and 
killed in a domestic disturbance on No
vember 4, 1984. Officer Keeney left a 
wife and three children. More recently, 

· Jimmie Lamar Haynes, a housing au
thority police officer, was shot by a 
sniper on August 17, 1991, in a Chicago 
housing project as he was leaving duty. 
Officer Haynes left a wife and two chil
dren. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
today to continue our efforts to ensure 
that those walls are never filled.• 

TRIBUTE TO SUSAN SUH 
• Mr. LAUTENBERG. I rise today in 
order to recognize the accomplish-

ments of Susan Suh, a young New 
Jerseyean who has brought pride to her 
community. On March 25, Susan will be 
honored in an awards ceremony at her 
high school with an AAU/Mars Milky 
Way High School All-American Award. 

Every year, the Amateur Athletic 
Union in conjunction with M & M 
Mars, a New Jersey-based corporation, 
recognizes four young men and four 
young women for their outstanding 
contributions in the fields of academ
ics, athletics and service to their com
munity. Susan was one of eight re
gional recipients selected from a pool 
of 13,000 high school seniors who were 
nominated nationwide. She will now be 
eligible to receive one of two national 
AAU/Mars Milky Way Awards to be 
named in April. 

A senior at Lawrenceville High 
School, Susan has a fine academic 
record and has distinguished herself by 
serving as president of her class and as 
vice president for the National Honor 
Society. Recently, Susan was named 
Garden State Distinguished Scholar for 
academic excellence and she is a na
tional merit commended scholar. 

Susan has also been active in sports. 
As a member of the track team, Susan 
has been named to the Trenton Times 
all-county first team and the Packet
Ledger all-area first team for the high 
hurdles event. Susan is captain of her 
soccer team and has been selected to 
the Trenton Times All-Colonial Valley 
Conference team, the central Jersey 
coaches' team and the New Jersey all
S-tate squad. 

Susan's dedication to her community 
is evidenced by her commitment reduc
ing drunken driving in our State. She 
is peer leader for KIKS. [Kids Interven
tion with Kids in School], and is active 
in Students Against Drunk Driving and 
is a founder of HIGH on Life, a group 
whose purpose is to promote alcohol
free activities for students. Susan has 
also been a volunteer for Special Olym
pics. 

Mr. President, at a time when many 
are losing faith in our young people, 
Susan does us all proud. If Susan is an 
indication of what the youth of this 
Nation are capable of, we have every 
reason to be optimistic about what the 
future holds. 

And so, I congratulate Susan and en
courage her to hold to her ideals. I 
hope she continues to strive toward 
personal achievement and, at the same 
time, remembers her obligations to her 
family, her community and her na
tion.• 

CONFERMENT OF HARRY CHAPIN 
AWARD 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today in recognition of the outstanding 
service delivered by Mr. Bruce Blower 
and Mr. Don Dreyer. On May 15, 1992, 
these gentlemen will be conferred with 
the Harry Chapin Humanitarian Award 

for Community Service. This award is 
given annually to a person or persons 
who reflect great spirit of compassion, 
enthusiasm, tenacity, and belief in the 
Long Island community. 

Mr. Dreyer of Hempstead and Mr. 
Blower of Huntington Station have 
shown unending commitment to en
hancing the lives of the physically 
challenged on Long Island and serving 
as their advocate in Government. 

Don Dreyer holds a B.A. in English 
and an M.S. in counselor education; 
each from Hofstra University. Since 
1977 he has held the post as director of 
Nassau County's Executive's Office for 
the Physically Challenged. His service 
has been exemplary. He has coordi
nated services, crafted new laws, and 
developed policies for the disabled con
stituency. He has also developed a 
framework for policy to develop acces
sible education, career development, 
housing, and transportation resources 
for the physically disabled population. 
Furthermore, he has been responsible 
for Nassau County's comprehensive 
compliance plan relating to Federal, 
State, and local civil rights legislation 
affecting physically challenged people. 

Bruce Blower is a profile in courage 
and good will. He has overcome a per
sonal misfortune, paralyzed by an im
pure hypodermic needle while an offi
cer in the Army. Instead of allowing 
this personal adversity to sour him for 
life, he has become a leader. He main
tains a busy schedule lecturing for the 
New York State Public Health Associa
tion in Syracuse. He is active in many 
personal and professional organizations 
such as the Nassau-Suffolk Regional 
Emergency Medical Services Council, 
the Independent Living Project Advi
sory Board for Veterans Administra
tion Medical Center, Advisory Council 
of New York State Senate Committee 
on the Disabled, and Commissioner's 
Advisory Council for Vocational Reha
bilitation. He was also a member of the 
Hofstra Alumni Senate, in his spare 
time. 

The efforts and devotion of these gen
tlemen have obviously helped make 
Long Island a great place to Ii ve, work, 
and do business. Please join me in ap
plauding the outstanding character of 
Bruce and Don as they accept this fine 
award.• 

TRIBUTE TO JAMES W. RUSSELL 
• Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, there 
is an area of my State of Vermont 
known as the Northeast Kingdom, a 
great forested land of lakes and moun
tains where moose roam free and the 
largest community, St. Johnsbury, 
would be considered a small town in 
most States. It's apart, way up just 
sou th of Canada and west of northern 
New Hampshire. You almost don't get 
there from here and the race of people 
that's developed there is proud, self
sufficient, and most independent. 
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There is an extraordinary man who 

has lived in St. Johnsbury since 1958. 
James W. Russell is a physician, a fam
ily doctor who has for nearly three and 
one-half decades been seeing to the 
physical and the overall well-being of 
the people of the Northeast Kingdom. 
Along the way he has gained a tremen
dous amount of respect and love. Back 
in the remote Kingdom people need to 
help each other and he has been a bul
wark of that ethic. 

Now he is retiring and it is a time for 
thank-yous and well-wishes. I wish 
today to join in tributes. The State of 
Vermont, the Northeast Kingdom, in 
particular St. Johnsbury, are better 
places for his having come our way, 
and stayed. We owe him much and his 
recent nomination as St. Johnsbury's 
Citizen of the Year is full well de
served. 

For instance, Dr. Russell is respon
sible for the founding of St. 
Johnsbury's Founders Hall, a treat
ment center for persons recovering 
from addictions. 

Dr. Russell founded the first coro
nary care unit in St. Johnsbury. 

Dr. Russell long served on the board 
of one of rural America's great small 
museums, the Fairbanks Museum, and 
helped see that august little institu
tion through some of its hardest times. 

Dr. Russell has long been a member 
of the renowned North Country Chorus 
and has taken his tenor voice to many 
parts of the world with his fellow sing
ers. 

Dr. Russell has been a faithful and 
valued member of the North Congrega
tional Church in St. Johnsbury. 

And I might add that Dr. Russell, 
like myself, has been a long and faith
ful supporter of the Boston Red Sox. 
Having just turned 65, he recently trav
eled to Florida for a week to play with 
some of the Sox' veterans. 

From his Main Street home and from 
his office up by the hospital he has 
been a family doctor. More than a doc
tor, he has been a friend and counselor. 
And he has gone forth in the night to 
visit homes, when needed. And he is 
often seen in nursing homes and along 
the halls of the local hospital, the 
Northeastern Vermont Regional Hos
pital, visiting patients. 

He is a familiar figure on the streets 
of St. Johnsbury walking his dog, 
greeted by all. 

He is a man respected, as much for 
his sense of independence and self
worth as for the quality of his medical 
care and caring. His philosophy is as 
Yankee as the high hills of the King
dom. Jim Russell believes in the basic 
dignity of people, in leaving them 
alone to realize the fullest of their po
tential but in helping when help is 
truly needed, and honestly asked for. 

But let me not paint a picture of a 
person all seriousness. It is well known 
that for many who seek his attention, 
particularly purveyors of various 

goods, a good fresh joke is the nec
essary entree to his office. 

He also is the possessor of one of Ver
mont's largest, and most astonishing, 
collections of neckties, some seemingly 
older and more colorful than the 
gnarled backhill maples that take 
flame in October. 
· Such people, though not born in our 

State, become the best of Vermont. I 
know I join my Senate colleagues in 
giving him thanks for his years of serv
ice and in wishing him a long retire
ment.• 

SOUTH CAROLINA SOIL 
CONSERVATION SERVICE 

• Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
would like to pay tribute to the men 
and women of the South Carolina Soil 
Conservation Service. As farmers face 
increasing environmental regulations, 
they must be able to rely on USDA of
fices for guidance. The soil conserva
tion service in South Carolina has pro
vided top-notch assistance to the agri
cultural community, helping to de
velop · conservation compliance plans 
for almost 400,000 acres of highly erod
ible farmland. 

The benefits of the soil conservation 
service go way beyond the farm fence, 
though. At no time has this been more 
evident than in the months following 
Hurricane Hugo, which struck South 
Carolina in September 1989. The SCS 
cleared debris from over 2,300 miles of 
streams and watercourses, and from 349 
miles of navigable rivers, providing 
protection to over 61,000 homes and 
businesses. The SCS also helped to re
build the coastal dunes that were dev
astated by the storm. 

Currently, the SCS in South Carolina 
is engaged in activities ranging from 
water quality control projects, which 
will reduce pollutants in water bodies 
surrounded by agricultural lands, to 
flood control projects to protect 
schools and roads. Under the superb 
leadership of Mr. Billy Abercrombie, 
the State conservationist, the profes
sionals at SCS have risen to the chal
lenge of modern conservation problems 
in every corner of the State. We all owe 
them a tremendous debt of gratitude.• 

THE COMMONWEALTH SCIENTISTS 
IMMIGRATION AND EXCHANGE 
ACT OF 1992 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to cosponsor S. 2201, the Com
monwealth Scientists Immigration and 
Exchange Act of 1992. I am pleased to 
join Senators BROWN and DOLE in this 
important legislation, aimed at pre
venting the former Soviet nuclear, 
chemical, and biological warfare sci
entists from being lured to Iran, Iraq, 
Libya, or North Korea and other radi
cal States. If the position of these sci
entists are not secured, they may well 
sell themselves to the highest bidder 

and go on to enhance the arsenals of 
these brutal and irresponsible dictator
ships. 

These nations have long been a 
threat to . the civilized world. With a 
history of aggressiveness, the acquisi
tion of nuclear weapons by these out
law States would pose an even greater 
threat to American interests as well as 
our allies. The mere thought of Mu'am
mar Qadhafi armed with nuclear weap
ons is surely frightening. 

Moreover, each of these nations have 
waged aggressive war against their 
neighbors. Iran and Iraq fought an 8-
year bloodbath killing nearly 1 million 
people. Iraq brutally invaded and 
sacked Kuwait and fought the United 
States in Operation Desert Storm. 
Libya, long a sponsor of vile inter
national terrorist acts, invaded Chad 
and has repeatedly challenged the 
United States. North Korea has contin
ued to pose a grave threat to South 
Korea through terrorist intimidation. 
All these nations share an intense and 
sustained mutual hatred toward the 
United States as well as our ally, Is
rael. 

It is vital that we take all necessary 
steps to ensure that those former So
viet nuclear scientists, faced with un
employment and food shortages, are 
not forced to succumb to the rich offers 
of terrorist regimes bent on using their 
expertise to spread death and destruc
tion. 

This legislation takes the important 
steps necessary to keep these scientists 
either within the Commonwealth or to 
bring them to the United States. Pre
venting the emigration of former So
viet nuclear scientists to the radical 
anti-American States of Iran, Iraq, 
Libya, and North Korea should be a 
vital concern of the United States. I 
urge that my colleagues join me in sup
porting this important measure.• 

TRIBUTE TO THE COLORADO 
INSTITUTE OF ART 

• Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I rise to 
pay tribute to the Colorado Institute of 
Art [CIA] in Denver, CO, for its edu
cational excellence and its remarkable 
dedication and service to the commu
nity which surrounds it. The combina
tion of holding a firm belief in the 
value of hands-on experience and a de
votion to helping those around them 
has earned the Colorado Institute of 
Art national community service 
awards from the National Association 
of Trade and Technical Schools in both 
1990 and 1991. CIA is the only school to 
win this prestigious award for 2 con
secutive years, and I would like to take 
this opportunity to offer my congratu
lations for this noteworthy achieve
ment. 

Established in 1952, the Colorado In
stitute of Art offers degree programs in 
such diverse fields as visual commu
nications, music video, and business. 
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CIA also boasts a talented faculty
many of whom continue to work in the 
fields they teach-who rigorously pre
pare a student body of 1,300 students 
for careers in art. 

The Colorado Institute of Art is not 
only remarkable for its academic and 
artistic excellence, but for its dedica
tion to performing worthwhile commu
nity service as well. Hundreds of CIA's 
students, faculty, and staff have do
nated their time and talents to no less 
than 56 charitable projects in the past 
year alone. Recent projects at the Col
orado Institute of Art include design
ing and setting up a jungle safari set 
for the Denver Public Library chil
drens' section, building 100 Christmas 
toys for local homeless children, de
signing the poster for First Night Colo
rado, the Denver downtown's a alcohol
free New Year's Eve party, and produc
ing thousands of antigraffiti posters for 
elementary, middle, and high schools 
throughout the city. 

The level of dedication and creativity 
exhibited by all who attend and work 
at the Colorado Institute of Art is 
truly uplifting. By producing artis
tically talented and conscientious 
graduates who have learned the benefit 
of community service, the Colorado In
stitute of Art has benefited no only its 
graduates, but the communities around 
the country where these graduates 
choose to live. 

Mr. President, I would like to close 
by thanking the students and faculty 
at the Colorado Institute of Art for 
providing an invaluable service to the 
people of the Denver area. I believe CIA 
sets an excellent example for edu
cational institutions throughout the 
State of Colorado and our country, and 
I commend them for their commitment 
to the well-being of Colorado's citizens 
and future.• 

RETIREMENT OF MRS. KATHERINE 
HODGES 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to mark the retirement of Kath
erine Hodges. Mrs. Hodges has dedi
cated herself to an outstanding career 
as tax collector for the town of Marilla 
in Marilla, NY. Her service has spanned 
29 years and 3 months with stints as 
tax collector from September 23, 1957 
to December 31, 1961; January 1, 1966 to 
December 31, 1981; and January 1, 1982 
to December 31, 1991. 

Away from her job Mrs. Hodges en
joys gardening, sewing, and reading. 
She is also active in St. Nicodemus Lu
theran Church, the Marilla Historical 
Society, the Marilla Republican Club, 
and the Marilla Republican Commit
tee. Her daughter Lisa and son-in-law 
Jim Somerville, U.S. Navy, currently 
reside in Norfolk, VA. 

Mr. President, I ask that my col
leagues join me in commending Kath
erine Hodges for a successful career 
and wish her a joyful retirement.• 

IN ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF USA 
OWNED/USA MADE 

• Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I rise 
to extend commendations to Mr. Rick 
Muth, president, Oreo Block Co., Inc., 
in Stanton, CA, and Mr. Wally Smith, 
president, Block-Lite, in Flagstaff, AZ, 
cochairmen of USA Owned/USA Made, 
Inc., a national organization whose 
main objective is to form a coalition of 
manufacturers and businesses that are 
100 percent USA owned and have 51 per
cent or more of their raw materials 
produced in the USA. 

Today, approximately 60 percent of 
the U.S. concrete industry is in foreign 
hands. Along with this decline in 
American ownership of American busi
ness comes corresponding declines in 
the number of jobs in this country
and in the amount of money reinvested 
into our economy. The foundation upon 
which this country was built is eroding 
right before our eyes. Therefore, it is 
crucial that we recognize and whole
heartedly support American-owned 
businesses for their substantial con
tributions to the U.S. economy. 

America has always been a country 
of opportunity that opens its doors to 
hard working, entrepreneurial adven
turers from around the world. The 
founders of USA Owned/USA Made, a 
nonprofit organization, do not want to 
challenge this tradition. However, they 
do suggest that the U.S. Government 
insists upon a level playing field. The 
founders of this organization are par
ticularly concerned with predatory 
pricing practices by foreign-owned 
companies and by the impact of U.S. 
inheritance tax law on small, family
owned companies. 

These are indeed important concerns 
here in Congress, and we will be hear
ing much more from this organization 
in the months ahead. In order for the 
American economy to improve, Con
gress must focus our attention on trade 
and tax policies not only as they affect 
the Fortune 500, but also on our small, 
privately held American businesses. 
For it is by small, family owned and 
run companies that the foundation of 
America was built, has grown, and will 
continue to depend in the future. 

I ask the Senate to join me in rec
ognition of the founders and members 
of USA Owned/USA Made, Inc., for 
their commitment and dedication to 
the promotion of the concerns of Amer
ican-owned businesses throughout the 
United States.• 

TRIBUTE TO JOSEPH FOWLER OF 
HENDERSON, KY 

•Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to honor Joseph Fowler, a 
Kentuckian who is the epitome of hard 
work and success. Joseph, who lives in 
Henderson in the western part of my 
State, is a 24-year-old runner who 
works for the law firm of Sheffer, Hoff
man, Thomason, Morton & Lee. 

Joseph performs many important 
tasks for this firm. He delivers court 
documents to various law offices, oper
ates the copy machine, and other vital 
tasks. 

But Joseph Fowler's story does not 
end here, Mr. President. He is more 
than just a hard-working employee. 
What makes his story all the more im
pressive is that Joseph Fowler has 
Downs syndrome. 

Thanks to the wonderful people at 
the Hugh Edward Sanderfur Training 
Center, Joseph has ·become a signifi
cant member of the Henderson law 
firm. His father and stepmother are 
quick to point out that Joseph is a 
hard worker at home as well, regularly 
doing his laundry and cooking. I am 
sure we wish that all of our children 
could learn from his example. 

Perhaps the most praiseworthy as
pect about this gentleman is his posi
tive attitude. As one of his fellow 
workers says of Joseph, "He's the kind 
of person you want to hug all the 
time. " I know my colleagues join me in 
congratulating this outstanding Ken
tuckian for his perseverance in the face 
of potential obstacles. He is truly a liv
ing example of the great American 
spirit. 

Mr. President, I would also ask that 
the following article from the Hender
son Gleaner be included in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the Henderson Gleaner, Feb. 1, 1992] 
SELF-ESTEEM-NEWEST " MEMBER" OF LAW 

FIRM BUILDING HIS PRACTICE ON IT 

(By Donna B. Stinnett) 
A television commercial is designed to sell 

something, and Ron Sheffer was buying after 
he saw a very special advertisement not long 
ago for the people with the golden arches. 

But it wasn't a quarter pounder with 
cheese that sold the senior partner in 
Sheffer, Hoffman, Thomason, Morton & Lee 
law firm. 

It was a commercial about hiring the 
handicapped featuring a very personable 
young man with Down Syndrome talking 
about how much he liked working at McDon
ald's. 

Each weekday morning, Joseph Fowler 
puts on his spotlessly shined shoes, knots a 
tie he's likely purchased for himself with 
earnings from his new job and leaves his 
North Elm Street home to catch a HART bus 
heading downtown. 

Like clockwork, he arrives at work to 
begin a morning of "running" paperwork to 
the courts and other law offices, operating 
the copy machine and doing other chores 
that are necessary in a busy law firm. 

Fowler, 24, has been a part-time runner for 
Sheffer, Hoffman, Thomason, Morton & Lee 
for about seven months, which included a 
brief training period to help him learn the 
job. 

He isn' t like the other high school and col
lege-age runners the firm employs. Like the 
McDonald's employee, Fowler has Down Syn
drome, a form of retardation that is caused 
when its victim is born with an extra chro
mosome. 

The bashful Fowler don 't talk a lot, 
though he answers very politely with brief 
answers, but he goes about his job systemati
cally and independently. 
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A few weeks into Fowler's training period, 

Sheffer arrived at work one morning to find 
job placement trainer Kay Beth Riney of the 
Hugh Edward Sandefur Training Center 
crouching below window level of the firm's 
front foyer. 

Like a private investigator, she was 
"Stalking" Fowler as he moved about his 
morning travels downtown, making sure he 
didn't get lost as he learned the places in a 
12-block area he would need to visit with his 
job. 

They started with a color-coded map, then 
moved to learning the names of all his co
workers and people in other offices. 

Before he had learned all he needed to 
know, Fowler got lost a few times, but Ms. 
Riney helped him learn how to regroup if he 
got disoriented, how to inventory kitchen 
and restroom supplies, to post and sort mail, 
complete a time sheet and operate the office 
equipment. 

It was the first time the Center had placed 
someone in a law firm. 

"He needed to learn all the needs of an of
fice," said Ms. Riney, who added that one-on
one training is common for the Center's cli
ents. "The goal is to help them learn to do a 
job independently, then we begin to fade." 

She faded after about a month, though she 
checks in on him from time to time. 

"And the law firm knows if there are any 
concerns, they can call me," she said. 

Nobody had to convince Fowler's father, 
Ron, and stepmother, Frances, that the job 
at the law firm was something their son 
could do. 

At home he makes his own bed, does his 
laundry and irons his clothes and cooks a lit
tle spaghetti every now and then. 

He goes to a rustic camp for six-week 
stretches in the summer, plays Special 
Olympics basketball and swims and works 
weekly with a speech therapist and reading 
tutor. 

He loves University of Kentucky basket
ball and playing Nintendo games. He also 
loves to dress up and has amassed a large 
collection of ties since he started his new 
job. 

Mrs. Fowler is truly amazed by the young 
man whose natural mother died a few years 
ago and who became her son two years ago. 
"He can do just about anything,"she said. 

"We brought Joe up trying to not be dif
ferent from any other kid," added Fowler, a 
retired career military man who is originally 
from Morganfield but lived in California for 
a number of years. "He'd give you anything. 
Small kid, big heart." 

In a lot of wa.ys, though, Mrs. Fowler 
thinks he is different. 

"He's very polite and will stand in the rain 
to open a car door for me," she said, "and he 
always holds my coat." 

She never has to tell him to take out the 
trash or ask him to set the table; he just 
does it automatically. 

Understandly, she recalls being apprehen
sive when she faced the possibility of 
marrying a man with a handicapped son. 

"I didn't think I'd do well with him, I was 
so nervous the day Ron took me to meet 
him, but he just kept saying, 'Joe will just 
love you,'" she said. "Now I can' t imagine 
him not being in our lives. " 

She recalls the first time she was solely re
sponsible for him when his dad was out of 
town. And how she reacted when Joe didn't 
show up as scheduled at her downtown frame 
shop after he was supposed to have walked 
there from the Sandfur Center on South 
Main Street. 

After what seemed like hours-and after 
the police were summoned-a friend located 

the young man playing with a dog near the 
entrance of St. Louis Cemetery. 

"He wasn't crying or upset," said Mrs. 
Fowler, who had dreaded to tell her husband 
what had happened. But he was quite calm 
and convinced that his son had "gotten lost" 
on purpose to gain her sympathy. 

So Fowler sternly instructed his son to 
show up on time at the frame shop the next 
day. 

He was never late again. 
"Ron is the one who's firm with him," said 

Mrs. Fowler, an admitted soft touch. "And 
he worships his daddy." 

Sheffer said there was also some apprehen
sion within his office when he mentioned his 
idea of giving a person with Fowler's kind of 
handicap an opportunity for employment. 

"Nobody had worked with anyone who had 
Down Syndrome before, and we just weren't 
sure he could do it," the attorney said, add
ing that he feels sure his idea would have 
been rejected if a vote had been taken. 

For the first few weeks after Ms. Rinery 
left Fowler on his own, nobody gave him 
much to do, partially because of their own 
anxieties. 

But all that has changed. 
"Joe does a really beautiful job," said 

Sheffer's secretary, Jane Johnson. "In the 30 
years I've been a legal secretary, it's one of 
the best things this law firm has done." 

The hardest thing, she said, is being firm 
with him. 

"You can't baby him," Ms. Johnson said, 
"I'm afraid that's what we've been doing. 
He's the kind of person you want to hug all 
the time." 

Despite these small problems, Sheffer is 
happy with the .way things have worked out. 

"I'll tell you why. It's good for people. It's 
good for our morale," he said. "Joe's mood 
never changes. He likes his work." 

Sheffer thinks everyone should be able to 
say as much. 

"It isn't a matter of hoping it would 
work," he said. "It has worked." 

Not long ago, Ron Fowler was downtown 
running errands when he spied his son on the 
job walking down the street, suit jacket on 
and paperwork in hand. 

"Joe has a huge smile on his face and he 
was, well, he was almost strutting,'" Fowler 
said proudly. 

He recognizes that as a sure sign that the 
job is helping bring his son out of himself 
and that the young man is growing with his 
newfound prestige and responsibility. 

"We can tell a difference in him," Fowler 
said, "He's more assertive now. This has 
really built his self-esteem.''• 

ADDRESSING THE PROBLEMS OF 
THE CREDIT CRUNCH AND WEAK 
REAL EST ATE MARKETS 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I 
would like to commend my colleague 
from New Mexico, Senator DOMENIC!, 
for introducing two fine bills that I am 
pleased to cosponsor. These bills are 
the Credit Availability Act of 1992 and 
the Secondary Mortgage Market for 
Commercial Real Estate Mortgages 
Act of 1992. These bills represent im
portant steps that Congress can take to 
address directly the problems of the 
credit crunch and weak real estate 
markets. 

Certainly, the real estate market and 
the availability of credit for real estate 
activities is vital to the economic 

health of our country and to our efforts 
to end the recession and promote eco
nomic growth. Historically, the real es
tate industry has led our economy out 
of prior recessions. A strong real estate 
market will generate jobs, improve the 
financial position of banks and other 
financial institutions, and lubricate 
the system of selling and buying homes 
that is so necessary to facilitate home 
ownership. 

The Credit Availability Act gives the 
Office of Thrift Supervision [OTS] the 
authority to allow thrift institutions 
to continue to hold real estate develop
ment subsidiaries instead of forcing 
them to liquidate these companies, 
which has generated substantial eco
nomic losses. Allowing thrifts to retain 
the real estate subsidiaries rather than 
divest them at a loss will improve the 
thrifts' financial position and make 
sure that almost $1 billion of capital 
remains available for economic activ
ity. 

The Secondary Mortgage Market for 
Commercial Real Estate Mortgages 
Act directs the major secondary mort
gage market institutions to use their 
expertise to develop recommendations 
and an action plan for developing a sec
ondary mortgage market for commer
cial real estate mortgages. Such a mar
ket could significantly increase the 
availability of capital for a variety of 
important real estate activities and 
promote a stronger, healthier econ
omy. 

Mr. President, I again salute my col
league from New Mexico for introduc
ing this legislation. We must take im
mediate and decisive action to stimu
late the economy. These bills seek to 
accomplish the important goal of im
proving local and national real estate 
markets. Of course we will have to do 
more; but these bills are a good begin
ning in our efforts to do everything 
possible to turn the economy around 
and launch a vibrant recovery.• 

POLICIES FOR THE NEW ERA 
• Mr. GARN. Mr. President, over the 
past year, developments in the former 
Soviet Union have created new oppor
tunities and challenges for the United 
States. I believe our national interest 
will be served if we encourage further 
reforms in the Commonweal th of Inde
pendent States [CISJ and help stabilize 
the fledgling democracies yearning for 
knowledge about our Government and 
economic system. 

We can use each of the elements of 
public diplomacy to educate the repub
lics about democratic institutions and 
free market economies including: pro
fessional and educational exchanges, 
training programs, and television and 
radio broadcasts. 

Yesterday, I read with interest an ar
ticle written by Tom Korologos, Chair
man of the U.S. Advisory Commission 
on Public Diplomacy and a native of 
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my home State of Utah. Mr. Korologos 
provides some thoughtful ideas about 
the role public diplomacy should play 
in our new policies toward the former 
Soviet Union. I request the article be 
included in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the Washington Times, Mar. 3, 1992) 

POLICIES FOR THE NEW ERA 

(By Tom Korologos) 
Americans must not fall into the trap of 

viewing the collapse of the Soviet empire as 
"the end." It's "the beginning." 

To capitalize on unprecedented opportuni
ties, the United States needs inspired leader
ship, gutsy policy moves, and creative shifts 
in priorities. 

I'm afraid policy-makers debating how 
best to encourage peaceful change and demo
cratic reform in the new Commonwealth of 
Independent States (nee the Soviet Union) 
are in danger of overlooking the best small 
investment, high-yield approach available: 
public diplomacy. Its core elements-edu
cational and professional exchanges, infor
mation and training programs, inte:mational 
television and radio broadcasts-are sen
sible, cost-effective, proven techniques in 
this communications age. 

Leaders in the former Soviet republics are 
keenly interested in what makes market 
economies and democratic institutions work. 
If the,ir efforts fail, the long-term cost to the 
United States and the cause of freedom will 
be enormous. If they succeed, Americans can 
look forward to increased security, a reduced 
defense burden, and expanded trade and in
vestment opportunities. 

There are limits to what outsiders can do 
to affect change. In the end, market econo
mies, the rule of law, independent media, 
free trade unions, and other foundations of 
democracy can only be achieved by the re
formers themselves. But bold U.S. initiatives 
now can make a difference. 

The United States should immediately im
plement a public diplomacy strategy in three 
ways. 

First, expand the American presence. Dur
ing the Cold War, the U.S. broadcast in 
shortwave to the Soviet Union because most 
other means of communication were limited 
or denied. Today, a broad range of informa
tion and educational exchange programs is 
possible, and we must adjust our priorities. 

Language-qualified U.S. Information Agen
cy officers with the personal contacts and 
communications skills essential to these ini
tiatives are needed on the ground now. They 
should precede or be part of the first U.S. 
diplomatic teams wherever new embassies 
and consulates are established. 

They should emphasize international visi
tor programs that bring reformers here to 
see for themselves what the American expe
rience is all about; academic and profes
sional exchanges in fields such as law, agri
culture, journalism and business, English 
language instruction; libraries with com
puter links to U.S. data bases; translation of 

books and magazines in local languages; stu
dent advising; media training; and work
shops and teleconferences with U.S. experts. 

Second, change the mix in international 
broadcasting. In Russia and other republics, 
audiences are turning from shortwave radio 
to credible, attractive local TV and AM/FM 
radio programs, satellite-delivered tele
vision, videocassettes and a variety of other 
information options. An enormous appetite 
exists for educational programs on economic 
and public affairs subjects and English lan
guage instruction. 

The United States must be competitive in 
this changing media environment. We should 
allocate a larger share of our international 
broadcasting budget to television, offer syn
dicated television and radio programs in ver
nacular languages to republic stations, do
nate TVRO dish antennas, conduct media 
training workshops, and bring republic tele
vision crews to the United States to produce 
their own documentaries. 

Shortwave radio remains necessary in cri
sis situations to reach a politically unstable 
area that covers 11 time zones. But its im
portance will diminish as satellite-delivered 
television, local radio placement, and other 
forms of public diplomacy provide improved 
access to larger audiences. 

Third, redirect funds and consolidate as
sets. Enhanced information and educational 
exchange efforts in the Commonwealth of 
Independent States would be a small invest
ment in national budget terms. Funds could 
be redirected from existing accounts in the 
foreign affairs budget and derived from con
solidation of U.S. broadcasting assets. 

Two U.S. government-funded broadcasters, 
the Voice of America and Radio Free Europe
Radio Liberty, now compete for listeners, 
stretch U.S. requirements for frequencies, 
and duplicate newsgathering, programming, 
and transmitters. 

While the time has not come to terminate 
surrogate broadcasting to the republics, 
events since Aug. 19 have changed America's 
international broadcasting priorities dra
matically. In the future, the United States 
will no longer need two international radio 
stations, and we need to plan wisely for the 
most cost-effective use of these public diplo
macy resources. 

Vital American interests are at stake with 
opportunities comparable to those in Ger
many and Japan after World War II. The po
tential for chaos, renewed repression, and 
the discrediting of democracy in the repub
lics is real. 

America's response must go beyoy"' short
term humanitarian aid and techniccx,l assist
ance. Public diplomacy offers a low-cost in
vestment in a revolution of ideas that can 
benefit the United States for generations to 
come. 

The opportunity is there for those who can 
see "the beginning. "• 

AUTHORITY TO FILE TAX 
LEGISLATION 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that on Friday, 

March 6, the Senate Finance Commit
tee be permitted to file tax legislation 
until 7 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR ST AR PRINT-S. 2310 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that S. 2310 be star 
printed to reflect the changes which I 
now send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR TOMORROW 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until 10:30 a.m. on 
Thursday, March 5; that following the 
prayer, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date; that following the 
time for the two leaders there be a pe
riod for morning business not to extend 
beyond 11:30 a.m. with Senators per
mitted to speak therein for up to 5 
minut,es each; with Senators GRASSLEY 
and LOTT recognized for up to 20 min
utes each; Senator LEVIN up to 10 min
utes; and that Senator SIMPSON or his 
designee for up to 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT 10:30 
A.M. 

Mr. · MITCHELL. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be
fore the Senate today, I now ask unani
mous consent that the Senate stand in 
recess, as previously ordered. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:40 p.m., recessed until Thursday, 
March 5, 1992, at 10:30 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 

the Senate March 4, 1992: 
NAVAJO AND HOPI RELOCATION 

CARL J. KUNASEK. OF ARIZONA. TO BE COMMISSIONER 
ON NAVAJO AND HOPI RELOCATION, OFFICE OF NAVAJO 
AND HOPI INDIAN RELOCATION, FOR A TERM OF 2 YEARS. 
(REAPPOINTMENT) 

U.S. SENTENCING COMMISSION 

ROGER L. WOLLMAN. OF SOUTH DAKOTA, TO BE A MEM
BER OF THE U.S. SENTENCING COMMISSION FOR A TERM 
EXPffiING OCTOBER 31, 1997, VICE GEORGE E. MACKINNON, 
TERM EXPffiED. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTA1'IVES-Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
The House met at 2 p.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following prayer 
While we attempt to know what we 

should know and to learn what we 
should learn, we recognize, 0 God, that 
we are often limited by our predisposi
tions and our biases and we do not see 
our tasks as we ought. In spite of all 
the noise and furor that crowds in on 
every side, and the seeming lack of 
time for reflection, may we hear Your 
still small voice within our hearts and 
souls, a voice that calls us to honorable 
service and to a faithful witness. May 
Your word that touches us in the very 
depths of our hearts encourage us to 
speak for the truth and do the works of 
justice in our comm uni ties and 
throughout the world. Bless us this day 
and every day, we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 

from Ohio [Mr. HALL] please come for
ward and lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio led the Pledge of 
Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill and a concurrent res
olution of the House of the following 
titles: 

H.R. 2092. An act to carry out ooligations 
of the United States under the U.N. Charter 
and other international agreements pertain
ing to the protection of human rights by es
tablishing a civil action for recovery of dam
ages from an individual who engages in tor
ture or extrajudicial killing; and 

H. Con. Res. 239. Concurrent resolution 
congratulating the people of Lithuania for 
their successful peaceful revolution and 
their continuing commitment to the ideals 
of democracy. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the follow
ing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 1150. An act to reauthorize the Higher 
Education Act of 1965, and for other pur
poses. 

DAYTON AVIATION HERITAGE 
PRESERVATION ACT OF 1992 

The SPEAKER. The unfinished busi
ness is the question de novo of suspend
ing the rules and passing the bill, H.R. 
2321, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 2321, as amended. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 278, nays 
133, not voting 23, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
As pin 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 

[Roll No. 35) 

YEAS-278 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 

Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Ireland 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolbe 

Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levin (Ml) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzo Ii 
Mccloskey 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Mrazek 
Murphy 

Allard 
Allen 
Andrews (ME) 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bliley 
Brewster 
Bruce 
Bunning 
Burton 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clement 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox (CA) 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dorgan (ND) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 

Murtha · 
Myers 
Nagle 
Neal (MA) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 

NAYS-133 
English 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields 
Franks (CT) 

· Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grandy 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
lnhofe 
Jacobs 
James 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Klug 

DThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 01407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Shaw 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (FL) 
Smith(IA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (GA) 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 

Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Laughlin 
Lewis (FL) 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Miller (WA) 
Morrison 
Natcher 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Olin 
Orton 
Pallone 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Petri 
Porter 
Po shard 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Ritter 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rohra.bacher 
Roth 
Roukema 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 

Bilirakis 
Boxer 
Dannemeyer 
Fascell 
Frost 
Gibbons 
Hammerschmidt 
Hertel 

Shays 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 

Swett 
Tanner 
Taylor CMS) 
Thomas(WY) 
Valentine 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weldon 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-23 
Hyde Schiff 
Levine (CA) Thornton 
Livingston Weber 
McDade Weiss 
Neal (NC) Whitten 
Oberstar Yates 
Ros-Lehtinen Zeliff 
Savage 

Messrs. DREIER of California, JOHN
SON of South Dakota, POSHARD, and 
BRUCE, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mrs. VUCAN
OVICH, and Messrs. EDWARDS of 
Oklahoma, PAYNE of Virginia, 
HUGHES, McCRERY, MCMILLAN of 
North Carolina, and SARP ALIUS 
changed their vote from "yea" to 
"nay." 

Messrs. FEIGHAN, BOEHLERT, and 
YOUNG of Alaska, Ms. WATERS, and 
Messrs. TAUZIN, TALLON, 
BALLENGER, GLICKMAN, and 
GILCREST changed their vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill, as amended, was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE CON
CURRENT RESOLUTION 210 
Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that my name be re
moved from the list of cosponsors of 
House Concurrent Resolution 210. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

RESIGNATION FROM THE HOUSE 
OF REPRESENTATIVES 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following resignation from the 
House of Representatives: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, February 21, 1992. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Capitol 

Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This letter should 

serve as the official notice of my resignation 
from the United States Congress effective 
March 4, 1992. 

It has been an honor working with you and 
the other members of Congress since 1985. 

My warmest personal regards, 
Sincerely yours, 

JAIME B. FUSTER, 
Member of Cnnaress. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE GOV
ERNOR OF THE COMMONWEALTH 
OF PUERTO RICO 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following communication from the 
Governor of the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico: 

COMMONWEALTH OF PuERTO RICO, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 

San Juan, PR, February 21, 1992. 
Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY' 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, the 

Capitol, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have officially ap

pointed Mr. Antonio J. Colorado to fill the 
vacancy that will ensue on March 4, 1992, 
from the resignation of Jaime B. Fuster as 
Resident Commissioner of the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico in the United States 
House of Representatives. The Senate of the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico has con
firmed Mr. Colorado's appointment, as re
quired by Section 36 of the 1950 Puerto Rican 
Federal Relations Act, 48 U.S.C. §745. 

With my best personal regards, I am 
Sincerely yours, 

Rafael Hernandez Colon. 

SWEARING IN OF THE HONORABLE 
ANTONIO J. COLORADO OF PUER
TO RICO AS A MEMBER OF THE 
HOUSE 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 

from New York [Mr. RANGEL] and the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SERRANO] come forward to escort the 
Resident Commissioner of Puerto Rico 
elect, the Honorable ANTONIO J. COLO
RADO, to the well to receive the oath of 
office? 

Mr. COLORADO appeared at the bar 
of the House and took the oath of office 
administered by the Speaker as fol
lows: 

Do you solemnly swear to support and de
fend the Constitution of the United States 
against all enemies, foreign and domestic; 
that you will bear true faith and allegiance 
to the same; that you take this obligation 
freely, without any mental reservation or 
purpose of evasion, and that you will well 
and faithfully discharge the duties of the of
fice on which you are about to enter. So help 
you God. 

The SPEAKER. Congratulations, you 
are a Member of the House of Rep
resentatives. 

WELCOME TO THE HONORABLE 
ANTONIO J. COLORADO 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
the great honor to join with the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SERRANO] 
in introducing to this House the new 
Member who will join us from the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico. 

All of us will miss the friendship and 
the great contribution that has been 
made by Congressman FUSTER to this 
great august body, but I assure you 
that the people in Puerto Rico and our 
colleagues here in the Congress will 
know that a valuable public servant 
has volunteered to serve his people in 
Puerto Rico here in the U.S. Congress, 

bringing his wife Delia with him at 
great personal sacrifice. Born in the 
city of New York, trained at Harvard 
Law School, a candidate for the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, and a per
son who has taken legislation that we 
have created on that committee called 
936 in the tax code and be able to oper
ate the sole economic development pro
gram in Puerto Rico to provide and de
velop the jobs for a large segment of 
that population. A community that 
sometimes never truly feels we respond 
to them as citizens of the United 
States except in time of war, but cer
tainly I would know that even without 
a vote that someday soon that will be 
corrected, but until that happens, it is 
my great pleasure to know that work
ing within this Congress and on the 
committees dealing with the programs 
that concern us as a Nation will be one 
outstanding public servant, and that is 
ANTONIO COLORADO. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend and 
colleague, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SERRANO]. 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to join the gentleman from New 
York [Mr~ RANGEL], and my colleagues, 
in welcoming Mr. COLORADO here as the 
Resident Commissioner. 

It is interesting-and kind of amus
ing-to note that the Representative 
from the Commonwealth was born in 
New York, and the Representative 
from New York was born in the Com
monwealth. But that is the beauty of 
our democracy. · 

As the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. RANGEL] has said, the gentleman 
brings with him a lot of experience, a 
lot of understanding, and most impor
tantly, a lot of commitment. 

I welcome you as a Puerto Rican 
brother and ask you to continue your 
ways of supporting not only the Com
monweal th but those of us throughout 
the Nation who were born on the island 
and have parents from the island. 

So bienvenido, mi Hermano, welcome 
to the House; it is your House, it is our 
House. It is a great country, and we 
Welcome you. 

Mr. RANGEL. My colleagues, Con
gressman COLORADO. 

EXPRESSION OF PLEASURE AT 
APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF 
THE HOUSE 
Mr. COLORADO. Mr. Speaker, Mem

bers, friends, friends from Puerto Rico, 
today I come to this Congress as a Rep
resentative of over 3.6 million Amer
ican citizens who reside in a small is
land in the Caribbean called Puerto 
Rico, discovered by Christopher Colum
bus 499 years ago. 

Today I become the 15th Representa
tive of Puerto Rico in this body. Ex
actly 91 years ago on March 4, 1901, the 
first Resident Commissioner from 
Puerto Rico was sworn in in the House 
of Representatives of the United States 
of America. 
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I would like to thank all of my good 
friends in this Chamber for your inter
est in and your help to Puerto Rico 
throughout the years. You have really 
helped our Representatives in doing 
justice to the American citizens in 
Puerto Rico, and to somehow com
pensate the ratio of the burden of every 
Representative of 7 to 1, as we have 
seven times the constituency that each 
one of you has; but much more has to 
be done. 

The island and the United States es
tablished 40 years ago a new and very 
special relationship. We became the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. In 
great part because of our economic 
growth, the partnership established at 
such time becomes more beneficial for 
both parties every day, as I will clearly 
show you during the next few months. 

I look to the next months as the 
most important days of my life and I 
am sure I will work with you inten
sively to better the quality of life in 
Puerto Rico, in mainland United 
States of America, in the Caribbean 
and Central America, and everywhere 
else in the world where we may be 
needed. 

Thank you very much, and God bless 
you. 

NOTICE OF EXTENSION OF DEAD
LINE FOR FILING AMENDMENTS 
ON H.R. 3732, BUDGET PROCESS 
REFORM ACT OF 1991 
(Mr. MOAKLEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, this is 
to notify Members of the status, in the 
Rules Committee, of H.R. 3732, the 
Budget Process Reform Act of 1991. The 
committee has postponed until a later 
date consideration of this bill. There
fore the Monday, March 2 deadline will 
be extended to Monday, March 9 at 12 
noon for any Members who still wish to 
submit amendments on this bill. 

Any Member who wishes to offer an 
amendment to H.R. 3732 should submit, 
to the Rules Committee in H-312 in the 
Capitol, 55 copies of the amendment 
and a brief explanation of the amend
ment, no later than 12 noon on Mon
day, March 9. 

We appreciate the cooperation of all 
Members in this effort to be fair and 
orderly in granting a rule for H.R. 3732. 

REPUBLICAN TASK FORCE ON 
COMPETITIVENESS TO EXP AND 
ATTACK ON EXCESSIVE REGULA
TION 
(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
greatest obstacles to the competitive-

ness of our Nation and the recovery 
from the current recession is the tre
mendous regulatory burden with which 
we have saddled our economy. 

President Bush's 90-day moratorium 
on Fed~ra.l regulations is like a gasp of 
clean, fresh air for American business 
as they struggle not to drown in regu
latory muck. 

For the more than 50 days remaining 
of the moratorium, the Republican 
Task Force on Competitiveness will 
run a regulatory relay. Every day an
other Member will take the baton and 
bring to America's attention another 
regulation which poses unfair and un
necessary burdens on American busi
ness and on the American taxpayer. 

We will run the opening lap of this 
regulatory relay at the close of busi
ness today with a special order devoted 
to the costs of excessive regulation and 
how we can prevent economic rigor 
mortis from setting in. 

THE SPlOO AND THE FREEDOM OF 
INFORMATION ACT 

(Mr. WOLPE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, in prepara
tion for an upcoming hearing on the 
SPlOO Space Reactor Program, the 
staff of the Investigations Subcommit
tee of the Science Committee uncov
ered one of the most outrageous Fed
eral documents that I have ever seen. 

The SPlOO program was, until re
cently, a joint Department of Energy
Department of Defense-NASA program 
to develop nuclear reactors for use in 
space. This is obviously a very con
troversial issue. So controversial, in 
fact, that some people apparently went 
to great lengths to shield the program 
from public scrutiny by undermining 
the Freedom of Information Act. 

The document in question was pre
pared for a joint Department of En
ergy-Department of Defense-NASA 
working group. It provides detailed 
guidance on destroying documents, re
ducing the ability of the public and the 
Congress to interpret the documents, 
and stretching the exemptions in the 
Freedom of Information Act to include 
documents that should be readily 
available to the public. 

Last week I sent letters to Secretary 
Watkins, Secretary Cheney, and Admi
ral Truly expressing my deep concern 
and asking that they publicly repudi
ate the actions proposed in the docu
ment. 

I am pleased to say that Admira.l 
Truly responded almost immediately. 
He condemned the policies espoused in 
the document. He sent a memo 
throughout NASA emphasizing adher
ence to the Freedom of Information 
Act. And he set up a special committee 
to investigate the matter. He is to be 
commended. Unfortunately, I have yet 

to hear a word from Secretary Watkins 
or Secretary Cheney. 

Mr. Speaker, an informed citizenry is 
essential to democracy. The American 
people have the right to know what 
their Government is doing with their 
tax dollars. 

ONE FAMILY'S EMOTIONAL 
ROLLER COASTER 

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, there is a 
family in my southwest Florida dis
trict that has been on an emotional 
roller coaster for more than 20 years
and has, unfortunately, just taken a 
steep fall-the kind that makes your 
stomach turn inside out. I am referring 
to the family of Capt. Donald Carr, one 
of the more than 2,000 Americans miss
ing in Southeast Asia since the Viet
nam war. Although Captain Carr's fam
ily has recently been given reason for 
renewed hope that their loved one is 
still alive, those hopes have now been 
dashed once again in a most cruel way. 

Mr. Speaker, we owe it to this family 
and to the others in similar cir
cumstances to find out whether the 
photographs that surfaced through a 
self-proclaimed POW-MIA hunter were 
an honest mistake or whether they 
were actually intended to mislead. 
Today I have called upon the Attorney 
General to review this incident. Any 
intentional efforts to cash in on human 
grief and suffering must be punished 
and stopped once and for all. These 
families have a right to some peace of 
mind. 

PEOPLE ARE CONCERNED ABOUT 
PRESIDENTIAL LEADERSHIP 

(Mr. PANETTA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, the 
President said recently that he will do 
whatever he has to do to get reelected. 
He obviously was not kidding. He has 
now apologized for most of the key do
mestic and economic decisions that he 
has made as President. 

His latest apology was for the budget 
dea.l that he helped negotiate, that he 
has defended, that he himself described 
as landmark legislation. 

The reason that the budget agree
ment was wrong is not because it is 
wrong in substance, but because it has 
caused him political grief. 

I am afraid the President just does 
not get it. People are concerned about 
Presidential leadership. They do not 
want a President who says he is sorry 
every 2 days. They want a President 
who stands for something, who will set 
a clear direction, and who will defend 
what he thinks is right. 
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

REFORM 
(Mr. ALLEN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, the Fed
eral deficit and the Federal bureauc
racy is too fat and too comfortable in 
Washington. What we must do is make 
rational decisions and priorities about 
spending the taxpayers' money, rather 
than loading future generations with 
perpetual debt. 

Mr. Speaker, I will soon introduce 
legislation to provide a prioritization 
of spending for education. With the de
teriorating state of our schools across
the country, it is clear to me that 
many Federal Government employees 
in Washington are not in the business 
of educating, but are mostly concerned 
with increasing paperwork and perpet
uating the bureaucracy. My bill will 
cut personnel costs for the Federal De
partment of Education by 10 percent 
over 2 years. Ninety percent of the sav
ings will be sent directly to local 
school districts; 10 percent will be used 
to reduce the deficit. The personnel 
budget for the Department this year is 
nearly $284 million, which supports a 
staff of more than 4,600. My bill will re
direct over $56 million away from the 
Federal bureaucracy and send it to 
local school districts as well as for def
icit reduction. 

The people in local school districts 
can best determine the most effective 
use of this revenue to actually deliver 
better education to our elementary and 
secondary school students. I believe 
that Virginians and Americans will 
agree that this reasonable 10 percent 
reduction in the Federal education bu
reaucracy will improve the effective
ness of their tax dollars. 

ROBOTS DO NOT PAY TAXES 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, 
AT&T is laying off 6,000 long-distance 
operators in 21 States. For 120 years, 
Americans have worked the switch
boards. 

D 1445 
Not anymore. It is bad enough that 

American workers have been losing 
their jobs to low-wage, unregulated for
eign workers; but now, Members, they 
are losing their jobs-to robots. That is 
right , robots. 

So, I guess when America has a prob
lem with a long~distance call, from now 
on they will talk to some tin can, not 
to an American worker. 

I would like for the Congress to re
member this: Robots do not pay any 
taxes and maybe Congress will wise up 
when these robots go on food stamps. 

LEGISLATION TO AUTHORIZE DE
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE TO DO
NATE SURPLUS TO AMERICA'S 
NEEDIEST CITIZENS 
(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
from food to bathrobes, the Pentagon 
has accumulated an estimated $100 bil
lion in excess supplies now taking up 
space in warehouses throughout the 
country. 

Taxpayers shell out $3.5 billion every 
year for the storage alone. It is ridicu
lous that we are paying billions of dol
lars to store items such as clothing and 
medical supplies that have not been 
used by the military for as long as 40 
years. We must have common sense, 
not senseless waste, when it comes to 
dealing with Government surplus. 

Mr. Speaker, today I am introducing 
a bill to give the Department of De
fense the authority to donate their sur
pluses to help the homeless and the 
needy. This will allow the Govern
ment's surplus goods to be used in a 
meaningful way and also save taxpayer 
dollars. 

CUSTOMS AUDIT OF HONDA 
(Mr. PH.::KLE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, on Octo
ber 16, 1991, the Subcommittee on Over
sight of the Committee on Ways and 
Means examined the U.S. Customs 
Service audit of Honda. Honda had im
ported thousands of Honda Civics from 
Canada-during a 15-month period in 
1989 and early 1990-without paying one 
dollar in duty. Honda claimed that the 
Civics imported from Canada were 
duty-free under the United States-Can
ada Free-Trade Agreement because 
more than 50 percent of the Civics' 
components originated in either Can
ada or the United States. Customs did 
not agree with this position and chal
lenged Honda. The Honda audit is very 
important because it is the first Cus
toms audit under the FTA. 

The Custom audit went along fine 
until the press reported the leak of a 
confidential internal Customs memo
randum indicating that the audit was 
complete and Honda owed the U.S. 
Treasury $17 million in duties . At the 
subcommittee's hearing, Customs and 
Treasury stated that the audit was not 
complete, that the media reports were 
inaccurate, and, in fact, the internal 
document signed by the Customs Com
missioner was wrong. 

What is going on here? The public 
and Congress wonder. 

Monday, Customs announced that 
they had completed their audit and 
that the Honda Civics did not qualify 
for duty-free treatment. As a result, 

Honda has gone on the attack claiming 
that the whole process was politically 
motivated. I think that Honda should 
stop squawking and pay what they owe. 

How can we expect to compete with 
foreign producers if we let them import 
and sell their products in the United 
States without paying their fair share 
of duties? 

The subcommittee has also inves
tigated foreign-owned U.S. subsidiaries 
not paying their fair share of taxes by 
manipulating transfer pricing. 

Our committee will do everything 
within our power to ensure that our 
trade and tax laws are enforced to their 
fullest and that foreign-owned U.S. cor
porations do pay their fair share. The 
United States doesn't need to be a 
patsy any longer. 

LESSONS OF HISTORY WARN 
AGAINST EXCESSIVE DEFENSE 
SPENDING CUTS 
(Mr. JAMES asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Speaker, today 
when the House considers the budget 
resolutions for fiscal 1993, a key issue 
will be the size of the cuts we should 
make in defense spending. 

We all welcome the sweeping changes 
in Eastern Europe and the former So
viet Union. The cold war is over, and 
we can now make meaningful reduc
tions in defense spending. But history 
suggests that these reductions should 
not be excessive. 

The last upheaval in Russian history 
also opened with a democratic revolu
tion in 1917. Nine months later, that 
government was overthrown by the 
Communists. 

Despite the failure of the August 
coup attempt, the 5-month-old Yeltsin 
government could still be toppled by 
promili tary hardliners. There is also 
the risk of civil war there. And we 
could see the emergency of a radical, 
proterrorist Islamic confederation in 
what were the southern republics of 
the U.S.S.R. 

It is simply too early to conclude 
that peace and democracy have taken 
root in the former evil empire. So we 
must remain militarily prepared for 
whatever comes. 

History holds another lesson. After 
both world wars, America drastically 
reduced its Armed Forces, believing 
that victory meant lasting peace. As a 
result, we were not prepared for the 
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor or the 
North Korean invasion of South Korea. 
These are the dangers of reducing our 
military capability too far too fast. 

The President has proposed cutting 
defense outlays by roughly $5 billion in 
1993, and by some $27 billion over the 
next 5 years. These are substantial re
ductions, but the Democrats want to 
cut nearly twice as much for fiscal 
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1993. If they get their way and stick to 
it, that would mean greater cuts in 
military manpower, in the Air Force, 
the National Guard and Reserve, and 
the Navy. 

Such cuts would profoundly limit our 
ability to respond to threats from a 
hard line Russian Government, a nu
clear North Korea, renegade states like 
Iraq, or terrorists. The Democrats' de
fense cuts would leave us unprepared to 
mount a response like Operation 
Desert Storm. And they would encour
age those, like Saddam Hussein, who 
burn with the desire to impose their 
will on the United States or others. 

These are uncertain times, and our 
security and the safety of the global 
community remain at risk. I urge my 
colleagues to reject any budget cuts 
that would diminish our ability to de
fend ourselves or our allies in this im
perfect world. 

UNITED STATES-JAPANESE GRIEV
ANCES MUST BE SETTLED WITH 
TOLERANCE, DECORUM, AND CI
VILITY 
(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise to speak about intolerance, a very 
unhappy topic. 

Mr. Speaker, today 's New York 
Times carries a newspaper story about 
a young Los Angeles girl, 13 years old, 
Megan Hagoshi , who as a Girl Scout 
selling cookies in front of a store in 
Los Angeles, was rebuffed by a man 
who said, "I will only buy cookies from 
an American." Young Megan turned to 
her mother and said, "Well, Mommy, I 
am an American.'' 

We have heard entirely too much 
Japan-bashing in this country and even 
on Capitol Hill. The other day a re
spected Member of this Congress made 
a very feeble joke about the bombs 
that landed on Japan during the Sec
ond World War. 

We need to very vigorously try to 
correct trade imbalances with Japan, 
very vigorously fight against trade bias 
and grievances with Japan, but we 
must do so, Mr. Speaker, with toler
ance, with decorum, and with civility. 

THE REAL THING: 
BUSH'S ECONOMIC 
PACKAGE 

PRESIDENT 
GROWTH 

(Mr. COX of California asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
_his remarks.) 

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, 
if Coca-Cola is the real thing, we can be 
certain that the Democrats' huge tax 
bill, their huge tax increase bill that 
they passed last week, is not the real 
thing. 

Mr. Speaker, we heard a lot of high
sounding rhetoric about concern for 

the middle class, but raising taxes is 
hardly a way to evidence that concern. 
It is hard for working Americans to 
take seriously a plan that gives them a 
temporary tax credit amounting to 55 
cents a day, barely enough to buy a can 
of Coke in most places across this 
great country of ours. 

What can the average taxpayer really 
expect out of this Democrat tax in
crease bill? Well, the answer is, of 
course, higher taxes. The bill increases 
the top tax rate permanently from 31 
to 35 percent; it increases the top rate 
of tax for the alternative minimum tax 
from 24 to 25 percent; it adds a further 
10 percent surtax on high incomes; and 
it continues the elimination of the per
sonal exemption and itemized deduc
tions, including deductions for health 
care. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people do 
not need a flashy marketing strategy 
designed ·to hide the truth; they need 
the real thing, they need President 
Bush's economic growth package. 

The Democrats have 16 days to get it 
passed; let us get to work. 

MISTREATMENT OF WOMEN IN 
KUWAIT 

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
think the real question is what is going 
on in Kuwait? 

Every day we find there are more and 
more women who have been lured into 
the country to be maids or to do all 
sorts of domestic chores, seeking ref
uge in their countries' Embassies be
cause of their being mistreated, raped, 
or whatever, by their employer. 

In talking to the Ambassadors of 
some of these countries. they tell me 
that they have arranged for transpor
tation for these women out of Kuwait, 
but they have not been allowed to 
leave until they reimburse their em
ployers that abused them. 

That is really astounding. It sounds 
like involuntary servitude in the nicest 
form that is very close to slavery, and 
the worst. It is against U.N. principles, 
and it is very shocking. 

Mr. Speaker, I certainly hope this 
gets cleaned up and gets cleaned up im
mediately. And I would like to see our 
State Department and Defense Depart
ment, who saved the nation of Kuwait, 
to be a lot more aggressive in explain
ing to them that that is not what 
Americans put their lives on the line 
for. We expect much more from them 
than this kind of action toward women. 

TRIBUTE TO FUAULI ATISANOE 
(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to share my thoughts with my 
colleagues in the House and our friends 
visiting the Chamber this afternoon. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to pay a special 
tribute to a great young American who 
was born in the state of Hawaii 28 years 
ago, but his parents were born and 
raised in American Samoa. This young 
man is Salevaa Fuauli Atisanoe, and 
commonly known throughout Japan 
by his sumo wrestling name, 
"Konishiki"-which in the Japanese 
language means a delicate embroidery 
or flower. 

On the contrary, Mr. Speaker, this 
delicate flower weighs only 560 
pounds-and is the first foreigner in 
Japan's most cultural sport to achieve 
the second highest level of promotion 
in the sport of sumo. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to let Konishiki 
know many of us here in the Congress 
wish him all the success in this 
month's sumo tournament in Osaka. 
And should Konishiki win the tour
nament. he is likely to be promoted to 
Yokozuna or grand champion. 

Mr. Speaker, as the Hawaiians say: 
Imua Konishiki. 

D 1455 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H. CON. RES. 287, CONCUR
RENT RESOLUTION ON THE 
BUDGET-FISCAL YEAR 1993 
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker. by direc

tion of the Committee on Rules. I call 
up House Resolution 386 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H.RES. 386 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b), rule xxm. declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
the consideration of the concurrent resolu
tion (H. Con. Res. 287) setting forth the con
gressional budget for the United States Gov
ernment for the fiscal years 1993, 1994, 1995, 
1996, and 1997, and the first reading shall be 
dispensed with. All points of order against 
t he consideration of the concurrent resolu
tion, except for section 606(b) of the Congres
sional Budget Act oi 1974, are hereby waived. 
After general debate, which shall be confined 
to the concurrent resolution and the amend
ments made in order by this resolution and 
which shall continue not to exceed three 
hours. including a period of one hour on the 
subject of economic goals and policies, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the chair
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on the Budget, the concurrent 
resolution shall be considered as having been 
read for amendment under the five-minute 
rule. No amendment to the concurrent reso
lution shall be in order except the amend
ments printed in the report of the Commit
tee on Rules accompanying this resolution. 
Said amendments shall be considered in the 
order and manner specified in the report. 
Said amendments shall be considered as hav
ing been read and shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report. Said amend-
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ments shall not be subject to amendment. If 
more than one amendment in the nature of a 
substitute is adopted, only the last amend
ment which is adopted in the Committee of 
the Whole shall be considered as finally 
adopted and reported back to the House. All 
points of order against the amendments 
printed in the report of the Committee on 
Rules are hereby waived. Notwithstanding 
any provision of this resolution, it shall be 
in order to consider the amendment or 
amendments provided in section 305(a)(5) of 
the Congressional Budget Act, if offered by 
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg
et, necessary to achieve mathematical con
sistency. At the conclusion of the consider
ation of the concurrent resolution for 
amendment, there shall be an additional pe
riod of general debate, which shall be con
fined to the concurrent resolution, as amend
ed, and which shall continue not to exceed 
one hour, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor
ity member of the Committee on the Budget. 
Following such general debate, the Commit
tee shall rise and report the concurrent reso
lution with such amendments as may have 
been adopted, and the previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the concur
rent resolution to final adoption without in
tervening motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DREIER], and pend
ing that I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 386 is 
a modified rule providing for the con
sideration of House Concurrent Resolu
tion 287, setting forth the congres
sional budget for fiscal year 1993. 

The rule provides for up to 3 hours of 
general debate, including a period of 1 
hour on the subject of economic goals 
and policies, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and rank
ing minority member of the Committee 
on the Budget. 

The rule waives all points of order 
against consideration of the concurrent 
resolution except for section 606(b) of 
the Congressional Budget Act, which 
prohibits the consideration of a budget 
resolution which exceeds the maximum 
deficit amount as revised. 

The rule makes in order three 
amendments in the nature of sub
stitutes which are printed in the report 
accompanying the resolution. The rule 
provides that the three substitutes 
shall be considered under a king-of-the
hill procedure. Under king-of-the-hill, 
if more than one substitute is adopted 
only the last substitute adopted shall 
be considered as finally adopted and re
ported back to the House. 

The rule waives all points of order 
against the amendments and provides 
that they will not be subject to further 
amendment. In addition, each amend
ment will be considered for the time 
period specified in the report, in the 
following order: First, the substitute to 

be offered by Representative DANNE
MEYER, debatable for 30 minutes; sec
ond, the substitute to be offered by 
Representative GRADISON, debatable for 
1 hour; and third, the substitute by 
Representatives TOWNS and DELLUMS, 
debatable for 8 hours. 

Under the rule if Representative 
GRADISON does not offer his substitute, 
it will be considered the pending ques
tion after disposition of the Danne
meyer substitute. 

The rule also makes in order mathe
matical consistency amendments if of
fered by the Budget Committee chair
man, as provided in section 305(a)(5) of 
the Budget Act. 

Finally, after the disposition of the 
last substitute, there shall be 1 addi
tional hour of debate, to be equally di
vided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Cammi ttee on the Budget. 

Mr. Speaker, in his State of the 
Union Address on January 28 the Presi
dent declared that America won the 
cold war. In stirring words he invoked 
the memory of the "rollcall of honor," 
the GI Joes and Janes Who fought 
faithfully for freedom in places like 
Korea and Vietnam. He reminded us 
that some of our valiant defenders did 
not come home, and pointed out that 
back then they were considered heroes, 
but this year they have become victors. 
And he was right. 

The President also spoke of another 
group of heroes who deserved recogni
tion on the occasion of our great vic
tory over imperial communism: The 
American taxpayer. 

As the President noted correctly, for 
half a century the American taxpayer 
has shouldered a tremendous burden, 
paying taxes that were higher than 
they would have been to support a de
fense that was bigger than it would 
have been had the threat of com
munism never existed. Then the Presi
dent pointed out that communism did 
exist but, after a pause, said "It 
doesn't any more." 

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Reso
lution 287, the budget resolution for fis
cal year 1993, is the first budget the 
House will consider in the aftermath of 
our hard-fought victory over imperial 
communism. The people who invested 
in this great triumph now expect it to 
pay a peace dividend. They have every 
right to that dividend. 

Mr. Speaker, there will be a peace 
dividend. Both the President's budget 
and the Budget Committee plan con
template defense cuts in 1993 and fu
ture years. The only questions are how 
deep those cuts should be and what to 
do with the savings. 

Mr. Speaker, many of our citizens 
probably don't realize it, but under the 
rules agreed to in the 1990 budget sum
mit and enshrined in the Budget En
forcement Act, they cannot share in 
the fruits of their victory directly. 
That is because there is but one pur-

pose to which Congress can devote de
fense savings in 1993: Deficit reduction. 

That is right, Mr. Speaker, under the 
Budget Enforcement Act Congress can
not redirect defense savings to other 
programs, no matter how desperately 
our people might need services like 
veterans' housing and health care, stu
dent aid, energy assistance, or child 
nutrition. We can spend billions for 
guns but not butter, even though the 
cold war is over and we won. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that 
makes any sense, and many of our col
leagues don't either. The gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS] and oth
ers have sponsored legislation, H.R. 
3732, to tear down the walls separating 
the three categories of discretionary 
appropriations this year, 1 year ahead 
of schedule. 

The enactment of this legislation, 
which may reach the floor as soon as 
next week, will permit Congress to 
make reasoned judgments in this budg
et cycle about where and how to rein
vest the first installment on the peace 
dividend. 

But the Conyers bill has not passed 
the House and has not been signed into · 
law. So in drafting its spending plan 
the Budget Cammi ttee had to prepare 
for the worst-that the firewalls would 
remain in effect and prevent this Con
gress from using any part of the peace 
dividend to meet the needs of the vic
tors. However, nothing prevents the 
Budget Cammi ttee from also suggest
ing what we could do if the walls come 
tumbling down, and the committee has 
done just that. 

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Reso
lution 287 actually contains two dif
ferent spending plans, one assuming 
the walls come down and one assuming 
they stay up. Both plans assume the 
same level of defense spending, which 
is $14 billion in budget authority below 
the cap and $6.6 billion below the Presi
dent's request. Both plans include $1 
billion for job training and assistance 
to military personnel and defense 
workers displaced by the conversion to 
a peacetime economy. 

The difference between the two plans 
is how the savings in defense are used: 
Under plan A, which assumes the walls 
come down, about 70 percent of the sav
ings are reinvested in various priority 
domestic programs with the remainder 
devoted to deficit reduction. Under 
plan B, all of the defense savings would 
go to deficit reduction. 

Plan A sets overall domestic discre
tionary spending at a level $12.3 billion 
in budget authority above the current 
cap by assuming a transfer of some de
fense savings to that category. Plan B, 
on the other hand, would hold domestic 
spending to precisely the cap level. 

It is one thing to talk about num
bers; it is another to talk about how 
the numbers would affect the victors in 
the cold war. 

Both plans would increase spending 
for education, Head Start, job training, 
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child immunizations, AIDS-related 
programs and others important to our 
people, with plan A providing more re
sources for many of the investments we 
have so long foregone. For example, 
plan A would enable Head Start to 
serve an additional 135,000 children, 
plan B and the President's budget an 
additional 98,000 children. 

Comparisons between plan A and the 
President's budget are even more 
stark. Plan A would immunize 4 mil
lion more 'children than the President's 
budget; building 12,000 more housing 
uni ts in rural areas; care for 110,000 
more veterans in VA hospitals; provide 
nutritional assistance for 600,000 more 
women, infants, and children; help 1.3 
million more households pay their en
ergy bills; and provide 45,000 more dis
located workers with training and em
ployment assistance. 

Both Democratic budgets would also 
reduce spending in key areas and would 
terminate various Federal agencies 
which have served their purposes. Both 
would cut funding for Congress and the 
White House below last year's level. 
Both assume Federal agencies will fill 
only fractions of the vacancies which 
occur in their ranks, and require Gov
ernment in the future to do more with 
less. And both reject the entitlement 
cuts proposed by the President, includ
ing cuts in Medicare and veterans' pro
grams. 

Mr. Speaker, this budget resolution 
will allow the House to debate fully 
and freely the first Federal budget in 
the post cold war era. As the President 
noted, the world has in the past 12 
months seen change of almost biblical 
proportions. 

I believe in view of America's victory 
in the cold war it is appropriate to 
modify the budget agreement and con
sider devoting a portion of the peace 
dividend to creating jobs, helping 
workers convert to a peacetime econ
omy, and preparing future generations 
for the challenges which lie ahead. But 
one thing is clear: With or without the 
walls the Budget Committee has vastly 
improved upon the budget submitted 
by the President on January 29. 

Mr. Speaker, in his State of the 
Union Message the President said: 

We're going to set the economy free, for if 
this age of miracles and wonders has taught 
us anything, it is that if we can change the 
world, we can change America. 

Mr. Speaker, we can change America, 
and we can start today. Now that the 
battle against Communist expansion
ism is over, we can realize the peace 
dividend and begin investing the tax
payer's hard-earned money for his ben
efit here at home, not to defend Europe 
and Japan. 

The budget resolution will reinvest 
the peace dividend in deficit reduction 
and the education, infrastructure, 
health care, research and other pro
grams our Nation needs to remain 
strong and win the economic struggles 
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-lying ahead. I urge all Members to sup
port the rule, the budget resolution, 
and the legislation tearing down the 
firewalls. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

D 1505 
Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi
tion to this rule for one major reason: 
the emperor has no clothes. This rule 
only serves to mask the naked truth 
that the budget process is in total dis
array. It allows us to escape account
ability for massive budget deficits, and 
it provides cover to those who want to 
be everything to everyone. 

As the exceptional ranking Repub
lican of the Budget Committee, BILL 
GRADISON, eloquently stated to the 
Rules Committee yesterday, "a budget 
is about making choices. This budget is 
about avoiding choices." Do you want 
increased spending and higher deficits? 
It is in the Democrat budget. Do you 
want crippling defense cuts and higher 
spending? It is in the Democrat budget. 
Do you want crippling defense cuts and 
deficit reduction? It is in the Democrat 
budget, too. 

Mr. Speaker, it would be more appro
priate to call the Budget Committee 
resolution the Schizo Budget and Defi
cit Enhancement Act. In an unprece
dented feat, the resolution is actually 
two budgets. 

Budget A-the Dr. Jeckyl budget-as
sumes that Congress will break its 
promise to the President to abide by 
spending caps in return for the largest 
tax increase in American history. 
Budget B--the Mr. Hyde budget-no re
lation to the gentleman from Illinois
keeps the promise to abide by the 
budget agreement. 

Ironically, the leadership pulled from 
the floor schedule this week H.R. 3732, 
a bill that would expose this fraud. It 
would give Members an opportunity to 
vote on whether to trash a 5-year budg
et agreement in only its 16th month so 
that Congress can continue its irre
sponsible trek toward higher spending, 
higher taxes, and higher deficits. It 
would eliminate the so-called firewalls 
separating domestic, defense, and 
international spending. 

Those firewalls were erected to pre
vent $400-billion-a-year deficits that 
will severely hamper economic recov
ery. Even under the budget agreement, 
which will bring about a cumulative re
duction in defense ou.tlays of $512 bil
lion through 1997, overall domestic 
spending will increase $1.3 trillion. 

In the Rules Committee yesterday, 
the very able chairman of the Budget 
Committee, Mr. PANETTA acknowl
edged that, despite it being proclaimed 
"A Budget To Restore America's Fu
ture," this budget has no future be
cause of tremendously increasing defi
cits. 

It is no wonder, Mr. Speaker, that 
the votes are not there to pass H.R. 
3732. Even if they were, the President 
has stated that he will veto the bill. 
Therefore, we could resolve this matter 
now by voting on the Solomon amend
ment to strike budget A. This would 
have the same effect as voting on H.R. 
3732, and the budget process could 
move forward with a little more cer
tainty. 

Regrettably, the Rules Committee, 
on a party-line vote, denied Mr. SOLO
MON the opportunity to offer that 
amendment. Therefore, I urge my col
leagues to defeat the previous question 
on this rule so that Mr. SOLOMON'S mo
tion to strike the Dr. Jeckyl budget 
can be made in order, and we can re
store some accountability to the budg
et process. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

D 1515 
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur

poses of debate only, I yield 4 minutes 
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
SKELTON). 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to congratulate 
my friend, the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. SKELTON] for his excellent 
statement. I thank him for his dili
gence in putting together this amend
ment. I apologize to him for the fact 
that the Committee on Rules did not 
grant it, and Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. SKELTON]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. SKELTON] is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
compelled to oppose and vote against 
this rule. I do so to prevent this Con
gress from falling into the same pat
tern that we have done historically 
through the years of drastically begin
ning a defense cut for which we will be 
sorry in years ahead. 

Mr. Speaker, yesterday I appeared 
before the Committee on Rules. I of
fered an amendment based upon a great 
deal of work that I personally did with 
help from many people from the var
ious services, people in uniform, people 
who are retired, civilian experts, in 
putting together thoughts on a defense 
budget. 

I came within $83 million of the pro
posal put forth by the Secretary of De
fense, Mr. Cheney. 

As a result of the nearness thereof, I 
offered my amendment to the Commit
tee on Rules to be made in order today 
for full discussion to allow that budget 
to be placed before us. It was a close 
call, I am told, but it was not approved. 

I think that it is important that we 
should have the opportunity to debate 
this amendment. I urge my colleagues 
to vote against this rule and to send it 
back to the Committee on rules to 
make the Skelton amendment appro
priately debatable. 
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Why is it important? Throughout our 

history, Mr. Speaker, particularly in 
this century, our Nation has had a 
habit, unwittingly, I am sure, of build
ing up our defenses, having a conflict, 
and thereafter cutting them and de
nuding ourselves insofar as our na
tional security is concerned. 

In 1918, we won a great war, known as 
the war to end all wars. In 1919, there
after, our defenses were cut drastically. 
In 1923, we had all of 130,000 people, not 
very many, in the U.S. Army; 1929 
found us totally unprepared for what 
was about to be a holocaust on both 
sides of the world. No one foresaw 
Pearl Harbor and us going back to Eu
rope not long thereafter. 

We won a great victory. History will 
treat us well for what we did in World 
War IT, the leadership we afforded, and 
the skill of the American fighting man 
and of the brave women who were in
volved in that conflict. 

But as history tells us, 5 short years 
later we found ourselves again unpre
pared to fight and defend our interests 
in Korea. Pusan is a name we hope to 
forget because that showed our unpre
paredness, that particular battle. 

And then, of course, after Vietnam, 
1978-79, many of us were here in Con
gress. We found ourselves with a hollow 
military; a ship's captain down in Nor
folk, VA, refused to take his ship out 
because he did not have sufficiently 
trained men on that ship to sail it. 

In all, Mr. Speaker, we must, No. 1, 
have this amendment made in order. 
Thus, I oppose the rule. 

No. 2, we should not, as a Congress, 
step in that same historical hole again. 
We are, as my colleagues know, accord
ing to the budget agreement, plus $50 
billion announced by the President, 
cutting our military over a period of 5 
years. That does not mean a 25-percent 
cut in the Army. It means 32 percent 
less soldiers at the end of 5 years. 

Mr. Speaker, I leave my colleagues 
with this: The young men and young 
women who did well in Desert Storm 
deserve better treatment if they are in
terested in making a career of the mili
tary. Let us not give that outstanding 
brave sergeant, as his reward for what 
he did on the battlefields in Iraq and 
Kuwait, a pink slip and send him home. 

Further than that, we need to protect 
our interests as a nation and not 
denude ourselves once again. This is 
the first step. Unless my amendment is 
adopted, we will have that first step. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to our Marine from Glen 
Falls, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON], a courageous veteran of 
the Korean war and the ranking mem
ber of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, the Democrat front
running Presidential candidate, Mr. 
Paul Tsongas, who ran so well in :ves-

terday's primaries by running on Re
publican principles, has said that 
House Democrats are pandering to the 
voters with their middle class tax cut. 
Well, he ought to see the House Demo
crat plan A budget lollipops on this 
floor right now. Talk about pandering. 

The Democrats should consider 
changing their mascot from the donkey 
to the pander bear. 

Mr. Speaker, with this two-plan, dou
ble-talk budget resolution made in 
order by the rule here today, the lib
eral Democrats are trying to fool the 
American people once again. When will 
they ever stop? 

In presenting plan A, which assumes 
that the budget firewalls are blown 
away, Democrats promise large 
amounts of new domestic spending, 
which they know will never be deliv
ered. 

But it does speak to the Democrat 
agenda of business as usual around 
here: spend, spend, spend, spend, spend, 
spend, spend, spend, spend, spend. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues and I 
know that even Democrats are rebel
ling against breaking the budget agree
ment that requires any peace dividend 
savings to go toward lowering the un
conscionable deficit that is ruining this 
economy and driving up unemploy
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, here is a list of more 
than 40 Democrats. And if we look at 
this list of liberals we see the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. ECKART], and 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
PALLONE], and the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. PAYNE], and the gentleman 
from New Hampshire [Mr. SWETT], and 
on and on. 

Then we look at conservatives like 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Srsr
SKY], and the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. TANNER], and the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN], 
all from the Democrat side of the aisle, 
liberal Democrats and conservative 
Democrats alike call this firewall re
moval thing a sham. They say it 
breaks their promise to the American 
people that they will cap spending and 
that they will use any kind of defense 
spending cuts to reduce the deficit. 

They say so, Mr. Speaker, because 
they know that tearing down the budg
et firewalls would be totally irrespon
sible, because it would allow any de
fense savings to be spent in a flash, 
overnight, rather than requiring sav
ings to be used for deficit reduction. 

The result would be to pile more debt 
on top of the American people and fu
ture generations in order to finance 
this irresponsible spending spree right 
up to election day. 

In fact, the budget plan that is really 
likely to result from this two-plan 
strategy is plan B, which is likely to be 
discussed in much much less detail. 

I will bet any Member $10 that when 
the debate comes up on the budget, we 
will not hear the Democrats talking 

about plan B at all. We will hear them 
talking about plan A. 

The promoters of the liberal Demo
crat budget plan contend that certain 
domestic needs are so important that 
Congress should spend more time and 
more money on those projects than the 
President recommended. But as the 
ranking minority member on the Com
mittee on the Budget report points out, 
this works only if we assume a mysti
cal windfall from defense cuts. 
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We are not going to get them. For ex

ample, under plan A, the one without 
the firewalls, the liberal Democrats 
would increase Head Start spending, a 
program they like and I like and the 
President likes by $800 million. That is 
$200 million more than the President 
requested. Here we go, one upsmanship 
again. What a way to run a ship. 

They would raise higher education 
funding by $3. 7 billion compared to $1. 7 
billion requested by the President. 
More one upsmanship. What a way to 
run a ship, friends. 

Under plan B, however, which would 
retain the firewalls and require the 
trimming of other domestic spending 
in order to pay for more new benefits, 
suddenly these priority investments 
become much less important, and we 
will not hear a word said about it dur
ing the debate. In plan B, the only one 
which has a chance to make it through 
the legislative process, these priority 
investments suddenly lose all of their 
priority. 

Who are we trying to kid around 
here? In fact, in the only real version 
of the budget, plan B, the liberal Demo
crats have provided exactly the same 
amount of spending increases in these 
areas as recommended by the Presi
dent. So in plan A, the promise is made 
to spending all the money. But on plan 
B, which Democrats are not going to 
talk about because they know that is 
the only one that will really have a 
chance, they will not say a word. 

Mr. Speaker, we will see this charade 
again and again and again for 13112 
hours over the next 2 days. By focusing 
on plan A, liberals will be making 
promises they know they cannot de
liver. That is why this two-track budg
et resolution is nothing but a sham, 
and we just continue to waste more 
and more of our time around here. 

The voters are smart enough to see 
through this political game, you know 
it and I know it. We should vote down 
the previous question here in a few 
minutes so that we can make in order 
an amendment by me and the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON], to 
strike plan A, which has the no-fire
wall budget in it, and thereby have the 
opportunity to vote on a single budget 
resolution. 

Let me say direct that to the good 
Democrats on that side of the aisle, 
and there are a lot of them over there, 
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because a lot of them vote with us from 
time to time, defeating the previous 
question would also give the Commit
tee on Rules an opportunity to con
sider two important amendments af
fecting the defense budget. They were 
offered by two very distinguished Mem
bers, two very distinguished Demo
crats, highly respected in this House, 
members of the Committee on Armed 
Services. They were summarily denied 
by the Democrat Party on the Commit
tee on Rules by a party line vote. They 
were gagged, and yet our good friends 
over there, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DELLUMS] and his allies, are 
given 8 hours to get up and say what
ever they want. That is unfair to all 
Members who are not given the same 
right. 

I would say to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS], if I were you 
I would rise up in revolution against 
your colleagues being targeted this 
way. If it was happening on my side of 
the aisle, you can bet I would raise the 
devil over here. 

That is why I hope all of the Mem
bers will support defeating the previous 
question. We are going to give the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. BENNETT] and 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
SKELTON], those distinguished Mem
bers, a chance to be heard. It is only 
fair. 

Let us be fair around here and defeat 
that previous question. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 4 minutes 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. BENNETT]. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the rule because the rule 
does not allow me to introduce the 
amendment that I have introduced, and 
similar amendments which have been 
introduced by others. The amendment 
that I have introduced puts the figure 
for defense at the level at which the 
President, our Commander in Chief, 
put it. 

After months, in fact almost years of 
study, they came forth with a basic 
structure which seems to me to be 
sound. Just today I presided over the 
House Committee on Armed Services, 
and heard the Secretary of the Navy 
say: 

We cannot live with that budget or other 
than the President's lowest requirements. 
Assignments will be given to the Navy which 
we cannot fulfill . 

We have a responsibility in Congress 
to defend the United States. It is our 
responsibility in the Constitution to 
see to it that we have an adequate na
tional defense. The Secretary of the 
Navy testified that he cannot fulfill 
through this budget the Navy obliga
tions, the things that are put upon its 
shoulders to do for the national defense 
of our country. 

Mr. Speaker, every war, as has been 
pointed out by the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. SKELTON], comes to an 

end and there has been this feeling of 
euphoria. I was caught up in this eu
phoria myself in the 1920's and the 
1930's. I was a college editor, against 
compulsory ROTC. It also seemed idi
otic to me to have a very large stand
ing army. 

I realize now that strong defense as
sets are a preservation against having 
wars. I am interested in having a 
strong national defense to try to see to 
it we do not have unnecessary wars and 
people do not have to give their lives 
for things which could · be protected 
against. 
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So, Mr. Speaker, I urge all Members 

here today to vote down the rule on 
this concurrent resolution so that we 
can at least address what our Com
mander in Chief says is an absolute 
minimum, and which the Secretary of 
the Navy said today he cannot live 
with because it does not allow a possi
bility of him fulfilling the responsibil
ities given to him by our military 
structure of authority. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would simply like to 
congratulate the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. BENNETT], who yesterday be
fore the Rules Committee provided a 
very eloquent statement, a historical 
account about his personal involve
ment from the First World War until 
today, talking about the fact that that 
one was described as the war to end all 
wars, and tragically we have come to 
the realization, as President Bush said 
in his State of the Union Message here, 
that only the dead have seen the end of 
conflict. And it is important that we 
remain prepared. 

The United States of America clearly 
is the world's only complete super
power, economically, geopolitically, 
and yes, militarily. The President in 
his statement said he wanted a cut of 
$50 billion, but no more. He recognizes 
that cuts need to be made. We all rec
ognize that there have been dramatic 
and unprecedented changes over the 
past several years. But it is clear to me 
that the effort that was launched by 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. BEN
NETT] and the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. SKELTON] is one which should have 
been incorporated in this rule. 

It is for that reason that I am going 
to urge a vote against the previous 
question. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 41/2 min
utes to the distinguished gentleman 
from California [Mr. DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the gen
tleman from California. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from California is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleagues for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, first let me say that I 
rise in support of the rule. Second, I 
want to thank my colleagues for pro
viding us with 8 hours and giving us 
the opportunity to debate one of the 
four alternatives that are on the floor. 

Just to state the factual situation, 
there is not just one budget here, there 
are four budgets. This gentleman, 
along with staff and a few other people 
worked for the last 31/2 months to put 
together a budget alternative. I am 
pleased that we have 8 hours to debate 
it. 

But let me say to my colleague on 
the other side of the aisle, we asked for 
those 8 hours. As a matter of fact, be
fore the gentleman's committee on 
yesterday when we were asked how 
much time we said, since there are four 
budgets there should be at least 4 days 
devoted to this debate, give every 
budget one full light of day. Let us de
bate it all day. Let the President's 
budget stand out here on the floor for 
8, 10, or 12 hours, and let us have a dis
cussion and a debate on it. If it can 
stand the light of day, then it will pass. 
If not, we will vote it down and get be
yond it. The Republicans have another 
alternative. Let it have a full light of 
day. But as I understand it, the Con
gressional Black Caucus budget that 
we offered is the only budget that went 
before the Rules Committee proud 
enough to say we are prepared to dis
cuss it for an entire day. 

So what is happening? Members are 
saying, "Are you going to actually use 
a whole hour?" My colleagues, we are 
talking about a budget in excess of a 
trillion dollars. Frankly, every budget 
ought to be out there being debated 8 
or 10 hours. That is why we are here. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a political 
moment; this is not a partisan mo
ment. This is an extraordinary, histori
cal moment. But I am not naive; I 
know that politics and partisanship 
will rear their ugly heads over the next 
couple of days as we de bate this budg
et. 

But my colleagues, let me challenge 
Members to a higher order of respon
sibility. Most of us come here and 
spend our lives tinkering at the mar
gins of policies that predate us. But my 
colleagues, the cold war is over. The 
Soviet Union is on the decline. It does 
not exist as it did before. We have to 
take off the shackles of old thinking 
and begin to think anew and afresh. 
The American people are suffering in 
this country. Unemployment is ramp
ant in America. People who did not 
support welfare in the past are now 
welfare recipients themselves. Those 
are the realities, and we must be chal
lenged. 

We are proud to bring our budget to 
the floor for 8 hours, I would say to my 
colleagues, because we think we have a 
bold, a courageous and a visionary ap
proach to addressing these problems. 
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The Soviet Union is off the rada~ 

screen; the Warsaw Pact is off the 
radar screen. We have been spending 
$300 billion a year building a monu
ment to military madness. Those two 
threats are gone. I would say to my 
colleagues, as expressed in budgetary 
terms, we have been spending between 
$150 billion and $210 billion per year on 
those two threats alone. One does not 
have to be a brilliant rocket scientist 
to recognize if those two threats have 
either gone or vanished that we cer
tainly can find billions of dollars to 
begin to rebuild the economic infra
structure of this country, educate our 
children, bring about national health 
care as the American people want, and 
begin to capture the future for our 
children, as we should. But we cannot 
blindly continue walking down a path 
spending megabillions of dollars build
ing monuments to war and terror when 
the world is speaking out for peace and 
the American people are speaking out 
for jobs. 

I would say to my colleagues that it 
is rather fundamentally disingenuous 
to suggest that this gentleman should 
oppose the rule because they gave us 
what we went and asked for. I would 
simply ask my colleague: Did you ask 
for 8 hours for the President's budget? 
Did you ask for 8 hours for the other 
Republican budget? Did you ask for 
each budget to be exposed to the full 
light of day, not to engage in a circus 
and sophistry around a rule, but to en
gage America and to engage our col
leagues to substantive debate on the 
budget? We did that. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman from California posed the ques
tion: Did we ask for additional time for 
all of these budgets. The answer is yes. 
We even asked for time for two Demo
crat colleagues, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. BENNETT] and the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON]. I 
accept your challenge, my good friend. 
Let us vote no and vote down the pre
vious question. Let us give these other 
Members time to air this whole issue. 
And we will spend 2, or 3, or 4 days 
doing exactly what the gentleman 
wants to do. I want to do that. I want 
to help the gentlem~n from California. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me respond to the 
gentleman, if I may. I would li;ke to ex
plain to my dear friend from California 
that I have absolutely no problem with 
the gentleman's ability to offer and 
have 8 hours for debate on his proposal. 
What we are calling for, Mr. Speaker, 
is the defeat of the previous question. 
We are doing that for one simple rea
son, and that is so that we can add 
rather than take away time from de
bate. 

So I would think that my friend from 
California would want to defeat the 
previous question so that we can en
hance the right of others in this House 
who want the exact same right as he is 
thanking us for granting him. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I am 
happy to yield to my friend, the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, let me 
just say that there is one problem, one 
flaw in his argument, and frankly a 
flaw in those Members who have of
fered the amendments. We all know 
that a budget hangs together delicately 
and fragilely. Our budget hangs to
gether fragilely. We found certain 
amounts of money in the peace divi
dend. If we did not have that money, 
the rest of the budget does not hang to
gether. So we did not come out here to 
offer· one amendment. We went to work 
and we put together. an entire budget, 
because the budget hangs together. We 
cannot just offer an amendment to 
take one part of the budget out because 
it falls like a deck of cards. 

Mr. DREIER of California. If I can re
claim my time, Mr. Speaker, I would 
say that we do not want to deprive 
these Members or this House of the op
portunity to at least offer that, and I 
know that my friend from California 
would want to fight to ensure that they 
have the right to at least try to do that 
as the only step they have offered. 
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They may not have the cadre of hard

working people that the gentleman has 
in the Black Caucus working on his, 
they may have put this together on 
their own, and I do not want to deprive 
them of the right to offer it. 

Mr. DELLUMS. This budget was 
written by two staff people and myself 
and a couple of people helping, no 
cadre, my brothers. We put it together 
with two staff people and two comput
ers and 31/2 months of hard work, and if 
we could do it, any Member of this 
Congress can do it. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I con
gratulate my friend from California for 
doing that, and I anxiously look for
ward to that 8 hours of debate when we 
finally do get to listen to it on the 
floor. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The Chair advises the Mem
bers that the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DREIER] has 141/2 minutes re
maining, and the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] has 41h 
minutes remaining. 

The gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. DERRICK] has the right to close. 

Mr. DREIER . of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise today to strongly sup
port the rule allowing for the consider
ation of House Concurrent Resolution 
287, the budget resolution for fiscal 
year 1993. 

As a member of the Budget Commit
tee, I am aware of the hours of hard 
work and diligence that went into 
crafting this year's budget resolution. 
It is true that this resolution differs 
from those of past years by presenting 
two different options. I personally com
mend Chairman PANETTA for submit
ting to the Committee a proposal 
which holds open the options which 
will be possible, based on how the 
House of Representatives expresses its 
will on maintaining the "firewalls" of 
the budget agreement. 

Personally, I have made it clear that 
I strongly support maintaining those 
walls, and therefore following "Plan B" 
of the Budget Resolution. However, for 
us on the Budget Committee to make 
an assumption about the House'.s will 
on that vote would have been pre
mature and presumptuous. The chair
man was creative and accommodating 
in developing this two-track approach 
which responsibly prepares for either 
contingency of that "firewall" vote. 

I feel strongly that if the Congress is 
sincere to any degree about mastering 
our bloated deficit, it is imperative 
that we maintain the budget walls, 
stay within the · individual categorical 
caps, and apply any defense savings to 
reducing the deficit. Along with 259 of 
my colleagues, I believe that we should 
enact a balanced budget constitutional 
amendment. The only way we can ever 
hope to achieve that balanced budget 
by the turn of the century is to begin 
down the deficit reduction path this 
year. Postponing the hard choices and 
refusing to develop the priorities in 
which we will invest only makes those 
decision more difficult. 

"High Noon" will come for us all 
when we cast that vote on the firewalls 
next week. I know what I will be doing 
on that vote. I would have been con
tent with a Part B only budget. But 
CHARLIE STENHOLM's will may not nec
essarily be the will of the entire House 
of Representatives. Pending that deter
mination, which will come through the 
vote on the CONYERS vote, the Budget 
Committee acted responsibly by pre
senting the two-track budget. 

I would have been happy to see some 
of the additional amendments· pre
sented to the Rules Committee accept
ed as part of this rule. However, even 
in their absence, I believe that the cur
rent rule allows sufficient debate on all 
of the critical issues before us as we 
consider the fiscal year 1993 and I en
courage my colleagues to vote "aye." 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the right to close, and I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
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consume to my friend, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, just so 
we can clear the air, we are going to 
try to defeat the previous question. 
After that, we would, if we are success
ful, have a 1-hour debate on a new rule 
which will make in order my amend
ment to strike plan A in the budget 
resolution and to make in order the 
amendments by the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. BENNETT] and the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON] 
which have been discussed here on the 
floor by both of those two gentlemen 
this afternoon. That is our intent in 
trying to defeat the previous question. 

If we are successful, then we will pro
ceed with the 1-hour debate and to 
make in order those two amendments 
and to make my amendment in order 
as well. I think everybody knows the 
issue. 

Both the Skelton and Bennett 
amendments bring the level of funding: 
for defense up to the President's re
quest and the level that is contained in 
the Gradison-Bush substitute. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time and urge a no vote on the pre
vious question. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 31/2 minutes, the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, the distinguished gen
tleman from Texas pointed out that 
next week or maybe when we get into 
the general debate is the time to de
vote to the budget, but I would like to 
take just a moment or so and say, you 
know, if you listen to the rhetoric on 
this debate, you would think that 
someone was getting ready to cut the 
entire defense budget out. 

Mr. Speaker, last year we spent al
most $300 billion on national defense. 
Approximately half of that was di
rected toward keeping troops in Europe 
and so forth that were directed at the 
threat of the Soviet Union. Now, all 
the world knows that that threat no 
longer exists, at least to the extent 
that it once did, a fraction of it once 
did. 

We spent half of our budget last year 
on that, and now we are talking about 
reducing the budget either 3 or 5 per
cent. We are not talking about reduc
ing it 25 percent. We are not talking 
about reducing it 50 percent. We are 
talking about reducing it 3 or 5 per
cent. 

You know, I want to make that clear, 
these people, the· men and women, val
iant as they are who fought for our 
country and whatnot, they did not 
fight for some military society. They 
fought for a free society, a free eco
nomic society where most of our goods 
and most of our economy was devoted 
to providing a high standard of living 
for its citizens. 

We are competing with countries 
that spend approximately 1 percent of 

their gross national product on de
fense. We spend 7 or 8 percent of ours, 
and we cannot compete and continue to 
compete as long as we are going to 
take this path. 

We did win the war. The President is 
right. We did win the war. Now, it is 
time to win the other war, and the 
other war is the economic war where 
we need to devote these resources. 

Mr. Speaker, you know, this rule is 
very fair. It gives the Republicans an 
opportunity. It gives the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DANNEMEYER]' 
who is a Republican, an opportunity. It 
gives the Black Caucus an opportunity. 
It gives the Democratic substitute an 
opportunity. I do not know how we can 
be more fair than that. 

Mr. Speaker, I suggest to you that we 
support the previous question and sup
port the rule. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERRICK. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Let me just say that 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. DERRICK] seems to be inferring 
that the cuts are very insignificant in 
the Democrat budget. 

Secretary Cheney, appearing before 
the Republican conference this morn
ing, said that if the defense budget goes 
through as the Democrats want in this 
budget, it means laying off in this next 
fiscal year alone, 500,000 men and 
women. That is why the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. BENNETT] and the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SKEL
TON] are so concerned, among other 
reasons. 

I thank the gentleman for the time. 
Mr. DERRICK. Reclaiming my time, 

I will say that I remind the gentleman 
that we are cutting the defense budget 
not 25 percent, not 50 percent. We are 
talking about either 3 or 5 percent. 

The Soviet threat is down, and we 
are talking about 3 or 5 percent. Any
one who thinks we cannot live with 
that, I do not know what to say. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The question is on ordering 
the previous question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is nl)t present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 248, nays 
172, not voting 14, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews {TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 

Allard 
Allen 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 

[Roll No. 36) 

YEAS-248 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Guarini 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GAJ 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lewey (NY) 
Luken 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Moran 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 

NAYS-172 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bliley 
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Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reed 
Richardson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sikorski 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Thomas (GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yatron 

Boehlert 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Byron 
Callahan 
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Ca.mp 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
De Lay 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 

Bilirakis 
Hertel 
Hyde 
Jones (NC) 
Levine (CA) 

Horton 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutto 
lnhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasi ch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Leach 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis(FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
Mccollum 
McCrery 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Morrison 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 

Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Roukema 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Upton 
VanderJagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING---14 
McDade 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Savage 
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Sharp 
Weber 
Whitten 
Yates 

Messrs. HEFLEY, THOMAS of Cali
fornia, MILLER of Ohio, DANNE
MEYER. and TAYLOR of Mississippi 
changed their vote from "yea" to 
"nay." 

Mr. KOPETSKI and Mr. YATRON 
changed their vote from "nay" to 
"yea." 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MCNULTY). The question is on the reso
lution. 

The question was taken, and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 239, nays 
182, not voting 13, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
As pin 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Blackwell 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 

Allard 
Allen 
Archer 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bennett 

[Roll No. 37) 
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Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (Ml) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzo Ii 
Mccloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Moran 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 

NAYS-182 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Byron 

Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reed 
Richardson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sikorski 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith(FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Thomas (GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yatron 

Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Coughlin 

Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Early 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
English 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hall(TX) 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hubbard 
Hunter 
Hutto 
lnhofe 

Armey 
Edwards (TX) · 
Hyde 
Levine (CA) 
McDade 

Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasi ch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Leach 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Morrison 
Myers 
Neal (MA) 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Orton 
-oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pickett 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 

Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Roukema 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Sm!th(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

. Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING---13 
Neal (NO) 
Nowak 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Savage 
Sharp 
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Weber 
Whitten 
Yates 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

WITHDRAW AL FROM PARTICIPA
TION AS MEMBER OF REVIEW 
PANEL OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT 
PRACTICES RESOLUTION - AND 
APPOINTMENT OF TEMPORARY 
MEMBER THERETO 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MCNULTY) laid before the House the 
following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 3, 1992. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to inform you 

that, pursuant to Section 7 of the House's 
Fair Employment Practices Resolution, H. 
Res. 558 of the One Hundredth Congress and 
readopted as Rule LI of the One Hundred and 
Second Congress, I withdraw from participa
tion as a member of the Review Panel for a 
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particular matter which is to be before the 
Panel. 

With great respect, I am 
Sincerely yours, 

DONNALD K. ANDERSON, 
Clerk, House of Representatives. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that in appointing a 
temporary member of the Review 
Panel under section 7(a)(l) of the Fair 
Employment Practices Resolution, 
House Resolution 558 of the lOOth Con
gress, the Speaker may appoint any 
employee of the House of Representa
tives. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Texas? 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
my concern-and I would ask this as a 
response from the gentleman from 
Texas-is that in the resolution as read 
it indicates that the member requests 
unanimous consent to appoint any em
ployee of the House of Representatives, 
and under rule LI the Speaker's ap
pointees to this review panel are nor
mally Members of the House. So the 
majority is asking an exception to the 
rule. Is this a one-time exception for 
this panel only? Is that the under
standing? 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield, that is correct. The 
gentleman is correct. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. And this 
is not an attempt to amend the rules to 
provide this power to the Speaker per
manently, but it is for purposes of fill
ing this vacancy on the panel only? 

Mr. FROST. The gentleman is cor
rect. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman, and I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Texas? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, my concern is that 
even though this is a temporary si tua
tion, we are setting a precedent here 
which goes beyond the nature of the 
rules. As I understand the rules, the 
Speaker has the power to appoint to 
the Fair Employment Practices Panel 
officers of the House under the present 
rule. There are in fact sufficient offi
cers of the House to empower a panel 
at the present time, and yet we are 
under this particular provision chang
ing that rule for this purpose and are 
proceeding under another kind of prac
tice. 
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First of all, I would like an assurance 
that this not only is temporary, but 
will not be used as a precedent; and, 
No. 2, I would like an explanation of 
why the present rule cannot be fol
lowed. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I will be 
happy to respond to the gentleman. 
Clearly this will not be used as a prece
dent. This is a one-time situation. I 
will be glad to explain to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER] why it is necessary in this particu
lar case. 

There are four officers of the House 
that the Speaker can choose from. The 
Speaker has selected two of those offi
cers. One of those officers is the subject 
of this particular inquiry; the particu
lar complaint that is being reviewed is 
lodged against that officer. So he must, 
of course, recuse himself from consid
eration of the particular complaint. 

That leaves two other officers that 
we could appoint. One of those is the 
Sergeant at Arms, Mr. Russ, who is in
capacitated. The other is the Post
master, who is otherwise occupied cur
rently with a number of things and 
does not have the time to devote to 
this particular inquiry. 

I would point out to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] that 
what is being asked here, and it is not 
a precedent, is that the Speaker have 
the same authority to choose from all 
employees of the House that the minor
ity leader currently has in making his 
two appointments. Under the rule as 
written the minority leader could ap
point any of the thousands of the em
ployees of the House. The Speaker was 
restricted to the four officers. 

This would put the Speaker, at least 
for this one instance, on temporary 
footing, the same footing with the mi
nority leader. 

I would also point out that there has 
been some concern raised in this House 
that there were not enough women 
serving on the panel, and this will per
mit the appointment of an additional 
woman to serve on the panel, but 
again, only for this one case. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, I thank the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. FROST] for his expla
nation. Of course, the reason why the 
minority leader has the ability to 
choose from all employees is because 
there are no officers of the House that 
the minority is permitted to have. If in 
fact you want to share some of that au
thority with us, I am sure we would be 
very happy to have the minority leader 
choose from amongst . officers of the 
House on our side. 

I do understand the circumstances 
for this. The principal assurance that I 
wanted to hav.e was that we are not 
setting a precedent here and that this 
will not be used in the future as a way 
of further evading the rules on fair em
ployment practices. 

There are a number of us on our side 
who believed from the outset that this 
was something that should be done 
pursuant to the laws followed by all 
the rest of the Government, that we 
ought not have a separate operation, 
and that fair employment practices 

ought to be carried out as a part of the 
regular law of the nation. This prob
ably confirms this, that this particular 
pattern does not work very well, it is 
subject to change when we run into 
patterns that we cannot accommodate, 
and might be an indication that we 
ought to take a look again at just fol
lowing what everybody else does. 

But given these present cir
cumstances and with the explanation 
of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FROST], I would withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the order of the House of today, 
and the provisions of rule LI, the 
Chair, without objection, appoints as a 
temporary member to the Review 
Panel of the Office of Fair Employment 
Practices Ms. Diane Powell, staff direc
tor, Committee on Agriculture. 

There was no objection. 

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON AGING 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the provisions of clauses 6 (f) 
and (i) of rule X, and without objec
tion, the Chair appoints the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. PASTOR] to the Se
lect Committee on Aging. 

There was no objection. 

WITHDRAWAL OF NAME OF MEM
BER AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 650 
Mr. JONTZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent to have myself removed 
as a cosponsor of H.R. 650, the 
Mediplan Health Care Act of 1991. I had 
no intention of cosponsoring this legis
lation, and my name was added to this 
measure in error. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET-FISCAL YEAR 1993 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to House Resolution 386 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Cammi ttee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider
ation of the concurrent resolution (H. 
Con. Res. 287). 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the concurrent resolu
tion (H. Con. Res. 287) setting forth the 
congressional budget for the U.S. Gov
ernment for the fiscal years 1993, 1994, 
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1995, 1996, and 1997, with Mr. SERRANO 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the con
current resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the concurrent resolution is con
sidered as read the first time. 

The gentleman from California, [Mr. 
PANETI'A], will be recognized for 1 hour 
and 30 minutes and the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. GRADISON], will be recognized 
for 1 hour and 30 minutes. Said time 
will include a period of 1 hour on the 
subject of economic goals and policies. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. PANETI'A]. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. FORD]. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the budget resolution re
ported by the Budget Committee. Much of the 
committee's work is consistent with the invest 
in America now initiative I presented to the 
Budget Committee several weeks ago. My real 
hope is that we have the courage to ratify this 
resolution by approving Chairman CONYERS' 
bill to take down the walls which restrict our 
access to any peace dividend. 

I support this budget resolution because i! 
redirects Pentagon savings to the Nation's real 
needs. Only if we follow through on this reso
lution will my constituents at the Willow Run 
plant receive the assistance they need to get 
retrained and find new jobs. Only if we follow 
through on this resolution will the hard-working 
families in my district get some help in send
ing their kids to college. 

I particularly support the Budget Commit
tee's decision to direct more than $650 million 
from the peace dividend to Job Training Part
nership Act [JTPA] programs, including assist
ance to Michigan's dislocated workers fully 
satisfying my request to the Budget Commit
tee. For thousands of Michigan workers and 
their families, the financial commitment we 
make to dislocated workers' assistance means 
hope for the future in the face of a seemingly 
endless recession. 

. The budget resolution assumes a 17-per
cent increase over existing funding and will go 
far toward helping displaced workers learn the 
skills they need for new and productive em
ployment. Moreover, this decision reverses the 
President's fiscal year 1993 budget proposal 
to cut funding for these critical programs which 
answer the needs of average Americans. 

Along with the additional funding for JTPA, 
the Budget Committee also heeded my call to 
increase funding for school readiness, elemen
tary and secondary education, and college as
sistance for the children of middle-income 
families. 

The Budget Committee's decision to invest 
in America now by investing in this Nation's 
children offers a vision for the future sadly 
missing from the Bush budget. An increase of 
$3.7 billion over last year for educational op
portunity offers promise to hard-working Amer
ican parents trying to build a better future for 
their children. And $800 million in increased 
funding for Head Start will mean tens of thou
sands of youngsters will have a better chance 
to succeed by being ready to learn when they 
get to school. 

Overall, this budget resolution endorses fis
cal year 1993 funding more than $5. 7 billion 
over fiscal year 1992 levels for school readi
ness, elementary and secondary education, 
higher education, training and employment, 
child care, and the women, infants, and chil
dren [WICJ programs. These levels are close 
to double the level of support proposed in the 
President's fiscal year 1993 budget. 

For the past 11 years, this Congress has 
been party to a costly reordering of priorities. 
This Nation's domestic agenda-education, 
job training, housing, health, middle-income 
American families-has taken a back seat to 
a deficit fueled by 11 years of borrowing to 
promote military spending and tax cuts which 
coddled the rich. We now spend more to serv
ice the debt than we do on all domestic dis
cretionary spending. 

Mr. Chairman, we have paid the piper dear
ly. No doubt, the outbreak of democracy 
around the world has reduced the global 
threat of war. The time has come to reap the 
reward of the new peace. 

We must prepare our workers for the jobs of 
tomorrow. We must prepare our children and 
grandchildren for the challenges of a new day. 
The time to invest in America is now. 

This Nation's economic and social future de
pends on having the best educated work force 
in the world. Our competitors must be met by 
graduates of American schools who are edu
cated on the lessons of the America's great 
past and the technology of the future. 

Through our budget process we have 
locked ourselves into a fiscal straitjacket and 
let OMB swallow the key. Experts and non
experts both warned us that we would regret 
the day when we agreed to fiscal inflexibility in 
the guise of fiscal discipline. The world is not 
inflexible-witness the past 2 years. Our coun
try is not inflexible. It is resilient and over the 
years this Nation's people have risen to meet 
every challenge. 

Mr. Chairman, as Members of Congress, we 
were elected first to represent our constitu
ents. That is our duty. That is our responsibil
ity. But our more demanding responsibility is 
that we lead. Our courage to lead will deter
mine whether America moves forward to re
claim our role in the world or whether we allow 
our world competitors to consign us to second 
class status. 

In the next few weeks, I will bring legislation 
to the floor which will give middle-income fami
lies access to Federal financial assistance to 
send their kids to college. The Higher Edu
cation Act Amendments of 1992 holds real 
promise if we are bold enough to follow 
through and let our children profit from the 
peace dividend. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in support
ing this budget resolution as well as Chairman 
CONYERS' budget reform bill. Taken together, 
this invest in America now strategy will permit 
our future to profit from today's peace divi
dend. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
House Concurrent Resolution 287, the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for 
fiscal year 1993. I would remind Mem
bers that this is the earliest resolution 
on the budget that we have brought to 

the House out of the Committee on the 
Budget in the history of the Budget 
Act. So since 1975 and the creation of 
the Budget Act, we have never brought 
a budget resolution to the floor earlier. 
This is the earliest. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to express my 
thanks to the members of my commit
tee and to the staff and other Members 
on both sides of the aisle who cooper
ated in moving this resolution along, 
expediting it to the floor, because we 
did want to respond to the request of 
the President to be prompt in moving 
economic packages this year so that we 
could try to address the problems with
in our society and within our economy. 

Mr. Chairman, we faced a number of 
challenges in this effort as we tried to 
do this. The first was obviously the 
whole process of expediting a resolu
tion, getting through the numbers, get
ting through the priorities, and trying 
to decide how we would adjust those 
priorities. That takes time and it is 
tough. We basically worked through 
the evenings with staff and worked 
with a number of caucuses to try to ar
rive at the package that we present be
fore you. 

The second challenge we faced is the 
uncertainty over the issue of what hap
pens with regard to what are called the 
walls. For those that are not familiar 
with what we are talking about, these 
are the requirements under the budget 
agreement that you cannot take De
fense savings and use them in other do
mestic areas, even if you stay within 
the overall spending limit provided 
under the budget agreement. 

There is legislation in both the House 
and the other body to basically allow 
for the use of Defense savings for in
vestments in these other areas. We do 
not know how that legislation will be 
disposed of. Obviously it comes to the 
floor next week and Members can ex
press themselves on that legislation at 
that time . 

Some would say that it has no 
chance. But, on the other hand, the 
President yesterday has basically indi
cated that he disputes and admits that 
the greatest mistake he ever made was 
the budget agreement. I do not know 
what he will apologize for tomorrow, 
but he has already apologized for al
most every decision he has made with 
regard to domestic policy and eco
nomic policy in his administration. 

Second, the budget proposal submit
ted by the administration indicates 
that perhaps one possibility is to use 
Defense savings for the purpose of pay
ing for tax cuts. Although I do not sup
port that, that was clearly an indica
tion made by the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget, within the 
budget, and also before the Committee 
on the Budget. 

So we do not know. It is uncertain as 
to what happens with regard to that 
legislation. And that created a problem 
for the committee in terms of what we 
pieced together as a budget resolution. 

. . . --~ - ___ ........ ··- - -·-·-·- - - - . ...- -- .... ,,.........__-~.l-~.-·j ......... _ -.. -··- ,,,. - .. - ._, ~--~ -- -~--- .. -
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We felt the only responsible approach 

for the Committee on the Budget in an 
effort to expedite the resolution was to 
develop two paths: one, assuming that 
the walls would come down and that we 
would be able to use defense savings for 
domestic investment; and the second, if 
the wall stayed up and we have to oper
ate within the caps established under 
the budget resolution. 

We felt this is the only responsible 
approach, because clearly if we took 
one path, only to find that the legisla
tion did not pass, we would then be left 
with a situation where the Committee 
on Appropriations had absolutely no 
guidance to· follow in trying to expedite 
the appropriations process. 

So for that . reason, the resolution 
presents these two paths. It provides 
that if the bill, 3732, or similar legisla
tion is not enacted by the time that we 
have to appoint conferees, that we will 
go to conference and conference on 
plan B, which is to operate within the 
caps. Therefore, both approaches really 
frame the kind of debate that needs to 
take place in the House of Representa
tives as we confront what is truly a 
changing world and changing needs 
within our own society. 
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Let me make clear that both ap

proaches that we have presented here 
are very different from the President's 
approach in his budget. We reject the 
gimmickry that is part of the Presi
dent's budget, particularly with re
gards to accrual accounting. 

We reject the unfair approaches with 
regards to cuts, and we reject the na
ture of the investments that the Presi
dent makes. So under both approaches 
we have basically tried to establish a 
very different direction in terms of 
where the budget ought to head. 

Both approaches stress three points, 
and let me summarize each of the three 
points. 

The first is that we maintain budget 
discipline. Under both approaches, we 
stay within the overall spending limits 
established by the budget agreement. 
Obviously plan A would do it under the 
discretionary spending limit; plan B 
within the specific limits established 
under discretionary spending, domestic 
discretionary spending. Under both we 
would use defense savings in part for 
deficit reduction, and so both of the 
proposals we present here involve a 
lower deficit number than the Presi
dent. 

Under plan A we would be at roughly 
$331 billion in deficit; under plan B, 
$324 billion. The difference obviously is 
that in plan B we would take all de
fense savings and use it for deficit re
duction. 

We eliminate the use of gimmicks, 
and I have got to stress again that for 
all of the discussion about the impor
tance of budget discipline and the need 
to stick by the budget agreement, what 

the President's budget essentially did 
was to flimflam the Congress and the 
country by the use of the gimmick 
called accrual accounting. 

What accrual accounting means is 
that we simply reach into the future to 
grab assets, phantom assets, and then 
bring them to the present and spend 
them, and spend them. We could argue 
perhaps about the rationality of using 
accrual accounting as an approach. I 
think that is legitimate to do. But to 
then take that accrual accounting, 
grab those assets, bring them to the 
present and then spend them either on 
tax cuts or other areas is wrong. It is 
gimmickry of the worst kind, and we 
rejected that. 

We have basically thrown accrual ac
counting out because we do not want to 
send that kind of message either to the 
House or to the American people. 

Last, we have to make tough deci
sions with regard to how we freeze do
mestic discretionary spending, and we 
do. In most areas we freeze domestic 
discretionary spending, except for 
those areas that we think ought to be 
targeted for increases. And in addition 
to that, we recommend a 5-percent re
duction on the operations of the Con
gress and of the executive branch and 
of the White House because we feel 
strongly that we have to send a signal 
to this country that we are willing to 
tighten our belt at a time when most 
families are tightening their belt as 
well. 

So budget discipline is very much a 
part of both approaches that are rec
ommended here. 

Second, fairness, and again I would 
stress both approaches that . we rec
ommend reject proposals by the Presi
dent that we think go after the most 
vulnerable in our society. 

We reject a Medicare cut of almost 
$14 billion over 5 years recommended 
by the President. We reject a veterans 
cut, cuts in veterans benefits of almost 
$3.5 billion over 5 years. We reject that. 

We reject cuts on Civil Service areas, 
Civil Service employees of $5.5 billion 
in the President's budget. We do not 
accept the delay in pay of 3 months. We 
think that is arbitrary and discre
tionary in terms of the way the Presi
dent has approached the budget. 

We reject the increase in retirement 
contributions that is required under 
the President's budget, and we also re
ject the elimination, the total elimi
nation of the lump sum requirement 
which is also part of the proposal by 
the President. 

In addition to that, look at some of 
the domestic cuts that are part of the 
President's budget. Mass transit is al
most cut by close to $1 billion in the 
President's budget, mass transit, some
thing we think is an integral part of 
the transportation system of this coun
try. We reject that. 

We reject cuts in higher education, in 
low-income housing. The Community 

Development Bloc Grants Program, for 
those of my colleagues concerned about 
conversion, let me tell them, as some
one who is going through the process of 
dealing with Defense cuts, that pro
gram, the Economic Development Pro
gram, is one of the most important 
programs to try to assess as we make 
that conversion. 

We have rejected the President's 
cuts. He almost emasc·u1ates both of 
those programs in his budget proposal. 
Juvenile justice cuts of $64 million; 
cuts in low-income energy assistance, 
those are all rejected in both ap
proaches· that we have presented to the 
House. 

Last, we have tried to redirect some 
investments into areas that we think 
are important for this country. Let me 
begin perhaps by discussing the De
fense budget because obviously that is 
an area of dispute that legitimately 
ought to be debated on both sides as to 
where we go. 

Some would say that the world has 
not changed. Some would say that 
there is no need to address this issue. 
Some would pretend that somehow we 
do not have to confront the issue of 
how we gradually reduce defense and 
try to reorder priori ties in our society. 

I am afraid that that is a fundamen
tal decision that this country needs to 
make. Every industrialized country is 
now focusing on its economic base, im
proving its society, improving i.ts econ
omy. Do we not have to do the same 
thing? Are we going to hide from that? 

There are people that are now talk
ing about the Defense budget as if it is 
a public works job program. The De
fense budget is designed to ·protect our 
national security, no more, no less. 
And that is how we decide our Defense 
budget. 

I understand the jobs issue. As I said, 
I understand it probably better than 
anybody here. But we cannot just use 
that as an excuse for not dealing with 
the transition that absolutely has to 
take place in our society today. 

Defense is an area that has to be ad
dressed. We have to be careful. It has 
to relate to the threat. It has to relate 
to a strategy. It has to be done under a 
transition basis, and I pay tribute to 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services that basically designed 
an approach that said, let us look at 
several strategies and try to design 
something that meets the potential 
threat that may be out there in 3 to 4 
years. That is the way we approach the 
Defense budget. 

The President's budget developed a 
number at a time when the Soviet 
Union still existed. Are we going to ac
cept that number? Is that rational? 
The world has changed. We need to 
carefully approach that transition. 
That is our responsibility to our people 
and to our Nation. So the numbers rec
ommended by ·the chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services are ex-
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actly the numbers that we adopted, not 
just in one approach but in both ap
proaches, because we think it meant 
good policy. 

And so what we do is we essentially 
take $10 billion in outlay savings, $15 
billion in budget authority savings 
under both approaches. Under plan A 
we take about $6.4 of that and target it 
into key investments. We take about 
$2.6 billion of that and put it to deficit 
reduction. And we take $1 billion and 
say that is important for · conversion. 
So essentially the defense area, the 
Committee on Armed Services get $1 
billion back to basically try to deal 
with the problem of conversion. 

Under plan B, where we retain the 
cap, $9 billion goes to deficit reduction 
and $1 billion to conversion. 

Let me tell my colleagues that when 
we look at what has happened with re
gard to Defense and domestic spending, 
there is no reason why we cannot do 
this, no reason. It is right. If we look at 
the graph that defines what has hap
pened to Defense spending and domes
tic spending, as a percent of GDP, in 
the 1980's Defense spending went up al
most 6.5 percent of GDP. At the same 
time, the domestic spending was going 
down to 3.3 percent of GDP. 

What we did in the 1980's was we 
made a transfer. We basically took a 
lot of domestic savings and put them in 
the Defense budget. That is what hap
pened. The Defense budget almost tri
pled. 

The domestic budget went down, and 
people were hurt in that process, were 
paying the price for that policy.' 

Now, my goodness, when we have got 
a changed world, do my colleagues 
mean to tell me that we absolutely 
cannot restore some of the balance, 
that we are absolutely tied to having 
this kind of budget take place? 

Now is the time to use some creativ
ity, some imagination and, hopefully, 
some compassion so that we focus on 
the needs within our own society. 
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That is what we tried to do in the 

budget. Let me just mention the areas 
that we target investment at, because 
we have had heads of corporations 
come to the Committee on the Budget 
and say, "For goodness sake, if you 
want us to improve our productivity, if 
you want us to improve our competi
tiveness, then you absolutely have to 
invest in key programs that affect our 
society. You have to invest in edu
cation. You have to invest in health 
care. You have to invest in jobs and job 
training if you are going to help us do 
a better job competitively in the world. 

Eight CEO's came to the Committee 
on the Budget and said, "We want you 
to increase funding for Head Start, be
cause we need it. Please do that." So 
what we have done in this budget is 
targeted three areas. The first is edu
cation. What we did in education is es-

sentially increased the funding for Under any scenario, whether we follow 
Head Start so we could take in another the President's budget, his cuts, in de-
37 ,000 kids beyond what the President fense, or whether we follow the Aspin 
proposed, and in elementary and sec- numbers we have incorporated here, 
ondary education and higher education whatever scenario we follow we have to 
we basically doubled the President's put money in conversion. We abso
number, as this graph shows, doubled lutely have to do that. We cannot ig
the President's number, so that instead nore that. 
of cutting 400,0oo who otherwise would We put about $5.4 billion into conver
be eligible for Pell grants, we allow sion programs. One is infrastructure. 
500,000 students the opportunity to be Everybody supported the highway bill 
able to get some help so they can go on last year. What we did in highways is 
and educate themselves. to put the full number, $2.6 billion, into 

We know what is happening right the budget, which represents, inciden
now. The American dream is vanishing. tally, 150,000 jobs for this country. 
The hope that our kids.-can have a bet- Mass transit, which the President 
ter life is vanishing. If they are going virtually emasculated, as I mentioned, 
to have a chance at getting a better we add about $500 million into that 
life, they have to do it through edu- program. 
cation. That is a legitimate area to put Job training, dislocated workers. 
resources into. Talk to the GM workers, talk to the 

Second, on heal th care, we know workers who are being displaced every 
what the problems are in health care. day in our society. One of the most im
Everyone is focused on that. There is portant programs we can help them 
not a program here that is not sup- . with is the dislocated worker program. 
ported on both sides of the aisle. Even We add about almost $300 million to 
the President has recognized the im- that program, a total of about $689 mil
portance of some of these programs. lion so we can try to help about 180,000 

The WIC Program, Women, Infants workers in this country. 
and Children's Feeding Program, is one Housing, again the President basi
of the best programs out there to help cally went after low-income housing, 
women who are pregnant so that they rural housing, and we tried to restore 
can have healthy babies. Every dollar those funds so we could continue to de
we put into that program saves us $4 in velop those units for our people. 
health care costs. We put $400 million As I said, CDBG, the community de
into the WIC Program so that we could velopment block grant, EDA, we added 
serve almost an additional 600,000 money there because we felt those pro
women, infants and children. 

Health research, another area that grams are particularly important to 
needs to be expanded. We put $800 mil- conversion. 
lion, doubling the President's number, Last, on energy, if this country does 
so we could focus on the kind of health not get smart and develop energy inde-

.pendence, we are going to lose out in 
research that our people need for the the competition for tomorrow's world. 
future. 

Low-income health care and immuni- We will lose out. If all we do is wind up 
zation. Let me just mention that one continuing to be dependent on Middle 
area because I really think that is im- Eastern oil, we are being irresponsible 
portant. We put $150 million into im- in how we handle our economy. 
munization, $150 million. That com- The President said, "Do not worry 
pares to the President's $51 million. about conservation. Do not worry 
Why did we do that? Because it is a dis- about research and development and 
grace in our society not to have chil- alternative fuels." He is wrong. We do 
dren who are fully immunized. need to put money into that area, and 

Why have we waited so long to try to we added about $430 million for that 
immunize all of the kids in this coun- purpose. 
try so they do not face the kind of So those are the priorities. Those are 
dreaded diseases that they face in the targets. I would wager to say there 
Third World countries? There is no rea- is not a Member here who disagrees 
son why this country cannot do that. with those priorities. They may dis
There is no reason why the United agree about where we try to find the 
States of America cannot fully immu- funds to do it, but there is not a Mem
nize every child under 6 years old. We ber here who does not believe that 
do it in this budget. those priori ties are important for this 

AIDS research. We know what AIDS country. 
is doing to our society. We have put There is a fundamental choice that 
$425 million into that area because we faces all of us. The choice is what al
think it is important to fully fund the ternative do we adopt in these next few 
Ryan White program and to fully fund days. Is it the President's budget, 
the research we need to try to find the which I think moves us backwards? Is 
answer to that dreaded disease. it the progressive budget that will be 

Veterans programs, we added $100 debated tomorrow that cuts Defense 
million so we can serve an additional even more than what any of the plans 
100,000 veterans, so they can get health would do that are being presented? Or 
care that they deserve in our society. is it the proposals of the Committee on 

The last area I would mention is the the Budget that offer, I think, a re
area of jobs, growth, and conversion. sponsible approach? 
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When we talk about budgets, there is 

a tendency to get wrapped up in .num
bers. These are not just numbers that 
we are talking about here today. We 
are talking about people. We are talk
ing about whether or not we can estab
lish 400,000 jobs, as we do in this budg
et. We are talking about students look
ing for Pell grants. We are talking 
about women looking for services out 
of WIC. We are talking about whether 
we can immunize 4 million kids in this 
country. We are talking about 37,000 
kids who could get into the Head Start 
Program, and 110,000 veterans who can 
get health care. 
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Those are the issues. That is what 
this debate is all about. It is not about 
numbers; it is about people. That is the 
way we framed the debate. 

The choice for the Members is really 
the choice about what kind of future 
are we going to have as a Nation. The 
choice is yours, ladies and gentlemen 
of the House of Representatives. I hope 
you will support the House committee 
version. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PANETTA. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend the gentleman from Cali
fornia on an outstanding statement. I 
have observed him over many years in 
the House. He is a thoughtful, delibera
tive and I think today very clearly a 
sensitive and compassionate Member of 
this body. The things the gentleman 
from California has talked about, ev
erything from the CDBG to the addi
tional money for mass transit are very 
important to communities which I am 
proud to represent, so the gentleman 
from Kentucky stands with the gen
tleman from California in support of 
the committee product, and I do hope 
that after this long process is ended 
that will be the version we send on. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the House is being 
asked today to debate and vote on one 
of the oldest pieces of legislation many 
of us can remember. The problems with 
this bill start from the very beginning: 
It's called a budget resolution-but it 
is not a budget, and it resolves noth
ing. 

Frankly, what happened is that the 
Budget Committee Democrats were in 
a jam. Some of them wanted to produce 
a budget that conformed to the budget 
disciplines, with its spending caps and 
firewalls, adopted in the Congress less 
than 1 V2 years ago. This is plan B of the 
legislation before us. Plan B has a 
number of significant flaws, but also 

has a basic virtue: It would target all 
its spending reductions-most of which 
are in defense-to deficit reduction
just what the Budget Enforcement Act 
intended. 

But another group of Democrats have 
found they just can't live with the 
budget discipline even though 19 of the 
23 Democrats now serving on the Budg
et Committee voted for the Budget En
forcement Act of 1990. Even though the 
Democrats on the Budget Committee 
keep looking for ways to spend the so
called peace dividend on their favorite 
domestic programs. That is all well and 
good. But, this would require breaching 
the firewalls that are an essential part 
of the discipline imposed upon the Con
gress by the budget agreement such a 
short time ago. 

So how did Democratic committee 
members resolve the differences be
tween these two sides? Very simply: 
They didn't. They took their two budg
ets and submitted them together, as if 
they were one. So we have plan A, 
which requires breaking the budget 
agreement to pay for a wish list of do
mestic spending, and plan B, which is 
largely the same as the President's 
budget except that-like plan A-it 
cuts deeper into fiscal year 1993 defense 
spending and achieves none of the spe
cific entitlement savings that the 
President recommends. 

Now, we should note why the Budget 
Committee Democrats say they have 
done this. The ostensible reason is that 
pending legislation-the Conyers bill
would tear down the firewalls separat
ing discretionary spending categories. 
That legislation has not yet been to 
the floor, and even if it gets here, it's 
uncertain whether it would pass. It is 
all but certain not to be enacted. But 
the Budget Committee Democrats in
sisted they had to give the House a 
choice anyway, so that the House 
would have one kind of budget if the 
firewalls stay intact, and another if 
they don't. Why wouldn't they let the 
Budget Committee make a ct_oice? And 
why wouldn't the Rules Committee let 
the House make a choice? The answer 
is obvious-they need to pass some
thing to retain the facade of relevancy 
for the Budget Committee. And God 
forbid that they should ever need Re
publican votes to pass any measure on 
the floor ·or the House of Representa
tives. 

.The Democrats have given the House 
multiple choice instead of leadership-
a cafeteria plan instead of a budget. 
This would be enough reason to simply 
ignore this whole procedure as irrele
vant. But for the sake of argument, 
let's still look at some of the specifics 
in this so-called resolution, starting 
first with national defense. 

Both of the Democrats' proposals 
would cut defense in fiscal year 1993 
more deeply than the President, who 
already has recommended steeper re
ductions than those in the 1990 Budget 

Enforcement Act. But the Democrats' 
numbers are based on four highly ten
tative defense paths outlined by the 
Armed Services Committee chairman 
in a 30-minute presentation 2 days be
fore markup. The Budget Committee 
Democrats were unable or unwilling to 
choose which of the four spending 
paths they preferred, so they have sim
ply inserted plug numbers for defense 
in the outyears, and left the real deci
sions to the Armed Services Commit
tee. The Budget Committee majority 
does not clearly define the outyear dol
lar figures for defense. Curiously, 
they've inserted OMB's baseline num
bers for the outyears, but it is very 
clear from the resolution itself that 
these nurnbers are unreal. Amazingly, 
under the Democrats' plan, they 
project spending $35 billion more than 
the President over the 6 years 1992-97. 
But the Budget Committee chairman 
has just gone on about all the glorious 
cuts they intend to make in defense. 
Once again, will the real Democratic 
plan please step forward. 

They also refused to accept the Presi
dent's rescission of more than $7 billion 
in defense spending in fiscal year 1992. 
The implication is that they would 
force all these defense savings and cuts 
into fiscal year 1993, rather t.han ac
cepting the more gradual and rational 
approach outlined by the President. 

When Republicans on the Budget 
Committee moved to provide rescis
sions of $7 billion in defense spending 
for fiscal 1992, the current year, the 
Democrats who are telling us how 
much they want to cut defense voted 
us down. 

Let us move now to domestic discre
tionary spending. 

The Budget Committee Democrats 
contend that certain domestic needs 
are so important that taxpayers should 
spend more on them than the President 
recommends. But that turns out to be 
true only if Congress can capture a 
highly uncertain defense windfall to 
pay for it. Under plan A, as our chair
man has just pointed out, the Demo
crats would increase Head Start fund
ing by $800 million, compared with the 
President's $600 million; they W<?Uld 
raise higher education funding by $3. 7 
billion, compared with the President's 
$1. 7 billion boost. 
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They would increase veterans' health 

services $1.1 billion, rather than the 
President's $986 million. You will hear 
a lot about these and other election
year spending increases throughout 
this debate. Just remember that they 
are not real. Under current law, which 
is most unlikely to be changed, these 
spending levels will lead only to veto, 
sequester, or both. 

Plan B is the real budget. And here, 
these priority investments were appar
ently not that important to the Demo
crats. In this version of their budget, 
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the Democrats maintained precisely tlement programs are, because they di
the amount of spending increases in rectly affect individuals. But if that is 
these three areas: Head Start, higher true, why did they, in the dark of night 
education, and veterans' health, as rec- plug in this $2 billion of entitlement 
ommended by the President. So much cuts without giving an indication in 
for their initiatives. the committee report about where the 

This is obviously because the budget money should come from? 
agreement's discipline forces any in- REVENUES 

creased spending to be financed by Neither of the two Democratic plans 
spending cuts elsewhere. This they in this resolution reflects the tax bill 
simply could not bring themselves to passed by the House on February 27, 
do. just about a week ago, the same day as 

Many Democrats complain that do- the Budget Committee's markup. If the 
mestic discretionary programs are Democrats' tax bill defines the dif
being strangled by the tight domestic ferences between the two as they keep 
cap. They are wrong. They are dead telling us it does, why does their budg
wrong. The 1993 budget authority cap et resolution ignore it? Probably for 
will allow 34-percent real growth, after this reason: Including it would have 
inflation, in domestic discretionary yielded a deficit higher than the maxi
budget authority compared over the mum deficit amount allowed by the 
1986 level. The outlay cap represents a BEA-which, in turn, would cause a se-
19-percent real increase after inflation quester. Talk, in other words, their tax 
during the same period. How much is cut was just pie in the sky; they do not 
enough? When will the Democrats' ap- have any idea how to pay for it in 1992 
petite for higher spending ever be satis- and 1993, which is the here and now of 
fied? budgeting. 

It is ironic that each budget summit Finally, with regard to deficit reduc-
agreement has countenanced higher tion, I can only conclude that my 
limits on domestic discretionary friends on the other side of the aisle 
spending. Despite all the rhetoric to really are not interested in deficit re
the contrary, this category was under duction. During the markup, our side 
better control between 1982 and 1986 · offered amendments that would have 
than it was after it was controlled by resulted in more than $15 billion in def
the budget agreements of 1987, 1989, and icit reduction in fiscal year 1993, and 
1990. Each new higher limit offered re- every one of those proposals was re
lief from the alleged starvation diet of jected. 
the earlier regime. Solemn promises The committee's majority insists 
were sworn that henceforth firm dis- that there are certain domestic invest
cipline would reign-until the next ments, as they call them, that are cru
time. No wonder the President has had cial to preparing the Nation for the 
second thoughts about the Budget En- 21st century. Now, many of us agree 
forcement Act. So should the House of about the value of programs such as 
Representatives. Head Start and WIC and immuniza-

When will committee Democrats tions for children. 
really start controlling this spending. I But what the Democrats just cannot 
do not know about you, my colleagues, seem to acknowledge, and I do not 
but my constituents do not really want think they understand it, is that reduc
more Government spending. They want ing the deficit is investment, too. 
a smaller deficit, and that is the issue Deficit reduction shrinks Govern-
before us today. ment borrowing so that more money 

ENTITLEMENTS remains in the private sector for sav-
The Democrats talk a good game ings, capital formation, home owner

about the importance of entitlement ship, plant construction, job creation, 
restraint, but when it came to doing and the like, and that is true on a dol
something about it, they said no. The lar-for-dollar basis. A dollar less bor
President proposed specific entitle- rowed by the Federal Government is a 
ment savings of $38 billion over 5 years. dollar more available for the private 
These the Democrats have rejected sector. Thus, deficit reduction in this 
outright. Instead, and this I do not un- Member's view is the best investment 
derstand, but I will tell you what the for long-term economic growth. 
problem is, some time between the end In this regard, the Democrats' plan 
of markup and the time when the budg- B, by concentrating all its defense sav
et resolution was filed, $2 billion a year ings on deficit reduction, is far better 
in unspecified entitlement savings than its counterpart. Unfortunately, 
were added to the budget by the major- one cannot tell from this twin resolu
ity. These savings are undefined, tion which plan for the Nation's future 
unreconciled, and so far as I can tell, the Democrats really favor, and when 
unclaimed. But perhaps before the de- all of the smoke clears and their budg
bate is over we will find out just what et resolution is approved, as it prob
these are. When we suggested cuts in ably will be, we still will not know 
entitlements, we were virtually what they stand for. 
laughed out of the committee and Mr. Chairman, in this debate, we 
voted down on a party line basis. have already heard a lot about the in-

Now, the Democrats would be the vestments the Democrats want to 
first ones to move how sensitive enti- make, about their bolder plan for set-

ting a course toward the next century. 
But what we have before us is really no 
plan at all. The question that truly is 
before this House is: Will the real 
Democratic budget resolution please 
stand up? 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. · 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. ESPY], a member of the 
Committee on the Budget and one 
member who has been very helpful in 
putting together this budget resolu
tion. 

Mr. ESPY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. I congratulate him on his excel
lent work. 

Mr. Chairman, a budget resolution is 
a blueprint. It is a road map. It is a 
statement of priorities, and more than 
anything else, it is a statement about 
how this institution will respond to the 
pain and suffering presently existing 
within our Nation. 

Now, while the President's budget re
mains stuck in addressing the threats 
to our past, this committee has pro
duced a forward-looking budget that 
addresses threats to our present and 
threats to our future. 

Most important of all, Mr. Chairman, 
when 10 million Americans are unem
ployed, when 10 million more are un
deremployed, and when untold millions 
are worried about losing their jobs, 
this budget creates jobs. 

Our economy now, Mr. Chairman, is 
in the longest recession since the 
1930's. This budget that promotes eco
nomic growth, not by repeating the 
failed policies of trickle down, but by 
building from the ground up. 

Assuming that this Congress does the 
right thing next week and removes the 
firewall so that some of the defense 
savings can be used for domestic needs, 
plan A of the Committee on the Budget 
will create 150,000 new jobs through in
creased funding for highways. It cre
ates 28,000 jobs through funding for 
mass transit, and it creates 10,000 new 
jobs for every billion dollars that is 
transferred from defense procurement 
to domestic investments. 

The committee budget helps train 
our work force, Mr. Chairman, by in
creasing job-training programs by $689 
million if the walls come down, and by 
$429 million even if they do not. It pro
vides $160 million for Job Corps, capital 
improvement, and $5 million for a new 
program, microenterprise program, 
which helps welfare recipients get jobs, 
helps at-risk youth enter the economic 
mainstream. 

This budget promotes economic 
growth and job creation by increasing 
funds for the Rural Development Ad
ministration, the rural development 
programs, the EDA and the Small Busi
ness Administration which provides 80 
percent of all the new jobs in America. 
It promotes economic growth, Mr. 
Chairman. It creates jobs. 
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Mr. Chairman, lastly, this budget en

sures that communities hurt by the 
necessary reductions in defense are as
sisted by providing funds for economic 
conversion, and it enhances our future 
by transferring funds to convert our re
search technology from military appli
cations to much needed civilian appli
cations. 
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Mr. Speaker, for the past 40 years we 

have devoted our Nation's resources to 
preparing for war. Now we need to pre
pare for peace, restore our domestic 
economy and to create jobs. 

This budget, Mr. Chairman, is a good 
one. It begins to take us down the path 
that we must go. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
McMILLAN], a member of the Commit
tee on the Budget. 

Mr. McMILLAN of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, I believe most of us 
were elected to be part of a solution, 
not part of the problem, but these 
budget proposals perpetuate the prob
lem rather than address the solutions. 

Almost every outside expert, and we 
had many, ' testified that the best thing 
we could do for the economy was hold 
to the spending caps, not increase 
taxes, and use any so-called peace divi
dend to reduce the budget deficit. 

This committee budget is neither a 
plan nor a solution. It is simply a 
statement of the status quo with a few 
minor adjustments. 

You will hear a lot of rhetoric about 
the differences, but you will not hear 
much about the fact that it is a perpet
uation of massive budget deficits which 
will continue to sap our capital invest
ment, raise real long-term interest 
rates and reduce economic growth, 
competitiveness and productivity. 

The underlying economic problem of 
this country is a result of misguided 
fiscal and tax policies and these budget 
proposals do not correct that. 

What we have got is essentially a 
continuation of the same stuff that 
will produce a $400 billion deficit in 
1993 and deficits in excess of $200 billion 
a year as far as the eye can see. 

And so we have plan A and plan B 
from the Democratic side, and the 
President's budget, as a substitute to 
be proposed by Mr. GRADISON as well as 
other substitutes to be offered. 

The public should understand what 
the differences are-and they are not 
much. 

Basically, the two-headed Demo
cratic plan cuts defense outlays by $5 
billion more than the President's budg
et for fiscal year 1993. Plan A would 
break the Budget Enforcement Act and 
apply those additional defense reduc
tions along with some of the Presi
dent's other reductions to more domes
tic spending programs. Plan B would 
stick to the Budget Enforcement Act 

and apply the additional defense reduc
tions to deficit reduction, and those 
who support that should be com
mended. 

While the differences between plans 
A and B are not great for fiscal year 
1993, the differences in principles are: 
Plan A breaks the budget agreement. 
That act, which caps discretionary 
spending, is the only thing in the law 
today that is partially restraining run
away spending. 

Both plans A and B are uncertain as 
to what defense outlays would be be
yond 1993. 

Defense requires long-range planning 
and these cuts set in motion actions 
with long-range consequences that 
both plans A and B leave up in the air. 

The President's plan to be offered by 
Mr. GRADISON is essentially the same 
as plan B on domestic spending but is 
quite clear in its proposal to reduce de
fense spending by $50 billion over 5 
years. It also holds to domestic discre
tionary spending caps. 

Where all of these proposals fall 
short is their failure to address the 
dramatic· increase in mandatory pro
grams, due primarily to the rampant 
increases in the cost of medical care 
across this country. Entitlements 
make up over 50 percent of this budget 
and the 13-percent annual increases in 
medical care, roughly four times the 
rate of inflation in the economy, are 
driving up budget projections for Medi
care and Medicaid right through the 
roof to $344 billion in 1997 or over 20 
percent of the budget. 

While most entitlement programs are 
growing at or below the rate of infla
tion, Medicaid is expected to leap 18 
percent in 1993 and roughly 13 percent 
per year thereafter. Medicare is in
creasing at an annual compound rate of 
over 11 percent per year. 

Chairman PANETTA, to his credit, in
cluded in his December 1991 report the 
following statement: 

The concept of an entitlement cap is 
strongly endorsed by the committee and it 
deserves to be examined, carefully defined, 
and ultimately enacted. 

I sought in the Budget committee to 
put teeth into this rhetoric by offering 
a plan to cap the rate of growth in 
Medicare and Medicaid at a factor de
termined by the caseload growth rate 
projected plus the Consumer Price 
Index, plus 2.5 percent, primarily as a 
way to force this Congress into dealing 
with the cost-drivers that are forcing 
up medical care costs for everybody in 
this country. That works out to rough
ly 8 percent per year or twice the rate 
of inflation. The object of such a move 
is not to cut anyone's benefits. In fact, 
it is designed to save them, but rather 
to force the authorizing committees to 
honestly address the factors that are 
driving up everyone 's health care costs 
both in the public and the private sec
tor; but the committee chose not to 
lead in that respect. 

And so, Mr. Chairman, what we are 
voting on today is more of the same old 
stuff; a continuation of the status quo. 
All of these proposals fall short, but 
plans A and B fall the shortest. The 
President's is superior to the commit
tee's proposal. 

But anyone who thinks we are solv
ing the fundamental economic prob
lems of this country by agreeing to 
this budget resolution is either selling 
you the Brooklyn Bridge or has just 
bought it. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKow-· 
SKI], the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of House Concurrent 
Resolution 287, the fiscal year 1993 
budget resolution. The Budget Com
mittee faced an unusual set of chal
lenges in drafting this resolution: com
pelling domestic needs, a shifting 
international balance of power, and the 
overriding need for deficit reduction. I 
believe that the committee has made 
sensible choices in confronting these 
issues and, as a consequence, brings us 
a resolution that provides both flexibil
ity and needed resources. 

I am especially pleased that this res
olution provides much-needed funds to 
address a looming crisis at the Govern
ment agency that serves as a life line 
for so many elderly and disabled Amer
icans, the Social Security Administra
tion. As a result of the 1991 comprehen
sive oversight initiative of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, we discov
ered that the Social Security Adminis
tration today faces serious problems on 
three fronts due to a 20-percent staff 
reduction during the Reagan adminis
tration: 

First, the Social Security Adminis
tration cannot keep pace with the cur
rent level of applications for disability 
benefits. More than 800,000 Americans 
are now struggling to make ends meet 
while their applications sit awaiting 
action at SSA. Under the President's 
budget, this backlog of applications 
will rise by 70 percent next year-to an 
estimated 1.35 million applications-in
creasing the average time a disabled 
worker must wait for a decision from 3 
to 7 months. 

Second, SSA cannot answer its tele
phones. During early January, busy 
rates on the agency's 800 number aver
aged 80 percent on peak days and 73 
percent on average days. Regrettably, 
the President's budget proposal as
sumes that this situation will con
tinue. 

Third, local Social Security offices 
across the country are failing to per
form certain protective services man
dated by law. They have fallen far be
hind in conducting continuing disabil
ity reviews of disabled beneficiaries, 
and they are failing to investigate indi
viduals appointed to manage the funds 
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of beneficiaries who are too ill or elder
ly to handle their own affairs. 

Mr. Chairman, Social Security is too 
critical to the lives of millions of 
Americans to take a wait-and-see ap
proach to these problems. They require 
action now. I am delighted that, in re
sponse to my request and that of Social 
Security Subcommittee Chairman, 
ANDY JACOBS, the Budget Committee 
has seen fit to initiate such action: In
cluded in this resolution is an addi
tional $500 million for SSA administra
tive funding under plan A and, under 
plan B, an additional $207 million. 
Added to the President's request of $4.8 
billion, these funds will help avert a 
service crisis at SSA that threatens to 
disrupt the lives of millions of Ameri
cans. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend Chairman 
PANETTA and the members of the Budg
et Committee for their work on this 
resolution, in particular their atten
tion to the needs of the elderly and dis
abled. I urge my colleagues to give the 
resolution swift approval. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. HOUGHTON], a member 
of the Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to commend both the gen
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA] 
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
GRADISON], two intelligent, thoughtful, 
understanding people who really tried 
to work on this budget and have done a 
job that I have not seen in all my time 
on the Budget Committee. 

The problem I see is that we do not 
know where we are going. We have got 
one clear budget, which is the Presi
dent's budget, and we do not know 
what the Democratic budget is. Is it 
one, is it two, or maybe would it be 
more? 

Everyone knows that we have got 
economic problems. That is no secret. 
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Everyone knows that we spend too 
much here; that is no secret. Everyone 
knows we are living on borrowed time 
and on borrowed money. 

Now, suppose I say to you, "I have 
got a budget and I will hold to the 
agreement and this is what the number 
is," and then I say, "Well, now, wait a 
minute, there is something else. I real
ly don't want to do that, because I got 
something else I want to spend some 
money on. So, if I can pass thfs amend
ment, that first budget will go out the 
window and this will be the one that 
we have." What are we voting on? It 
does not make any sense. 

The thing that scares me is that the 
whole concept about the budget agree
ment which the chairman and the 
ranking member agreed to about a year 
and a half ago was that any additional 
money corning down from the military 
would go for deficit reduction. 

Mr. Chairman, we had a trial vote on 
that in the Committee on the Budget, 

and it was voted down. That is what 
bothers me. 

The key to any budget is really, "Did 
you keep the faith? Did you do what 
you said you would do? Did you break 
a promise?" 

Well, we broke a promise on Gramm
Rudman I, we broke a promise on 
Gramm/Rudman II, and we broke a 
promise on Gramm/Rudman III, and 
now we are saying, "Well, you know, 
we need some things, we may break a 
promise again." 

There are good things about the 
Democratic plan. I think the commu
nity development block grant is great, 
what we are doing in housing makes a 
lot of sense. 

There are things about the Repub
lican budget I do not think are particu
larly good, particularly taxing the 
credit unions, which I hope will be 
stricken in any sort of a confe'rence. 

But the thing that makes me appeal, 
and appreciative more of the Presi
dent's budget is that it does not abso
lutely decimate the military. 

Mr. Chairman, I got out of the serv
ice after World War II, in August 1946. 
Four years later we were attacked. The 
South Koreans were attacked by the 
North Koreans, and we had nothing. 

Are we going to do this again? It does 
not make any sense. 

This is a budget, a budget is a guide
line; spending starts here. On one hand 
you have a clear, like-it-or-not, budget 
from the administration; on the other 
hand, what is it? Will the real Demo
cratic budget really stand up and be 
seen? 

Mr. Chairman, I am a Republican. I 
am going to talk against the Demo
cratic bill. 

I do not like to do this because I 
think anything I have been able to ac
complish here has been done on a bi
partisan basis. I say this not because 
what comes before us is the Demo
cratic proposal. My problem is with 
two features to which Members ought 
to take exception. 

The first feature is a tax increase on 
the so-called high earners. The problem 
is not with higher individual earners. 
The pro bl em is with owners of small 
businesses who will have greater taxes 
at the very time they're struggling. 
Many of their businesses are not incor
porated. They pay individual taxes. 
They are the people that are going to 
be hurt. 

That is not a good idea. Two-thirds of 
all new jobs are generated by the very 
group being attacked. That may make 
sense from somebody's economic stand
point. It does not make sense from 
mine, particularly if we are trying to 
help this economy move again. 

The second reason that I oppose this 
plan focuses on the $30 billion this 
package will cost the people of this 
country over the next 2 years, over and 
above the budget agreement. $30 bil
lion. 

Now, I am on the Budget Committee. 
I do not think it does the greatest job 
in the world, but the one thing it does 
try to do is to set up an element of dis
cipline. If we break that discipline, we 
have nothing else to go on. 

So, if we hit the small business peo
ple who are trying to create jobs which 
will bring us out of the recession-also 
if we break the small amount of dis
cipline that we do have in the budget 
cycle-I think we are making a mis
take. 

One other point, Mr. Chairman. The 
economy right now is very sensitive to 
interference. It is driven by people, pri
vate individuals who are creating jobs 
out there, not by Members of Congress. 
Please, let us not do something for po
litical purposes which is going to hurt 
the very fueling process that makes 
this country great. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
6 minutes to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. DURBIN], a member of the 
Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. DURBIN. I thank my colleague, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NETTA], the chairman of the Committee 
on the Budget, who has done an ex
traordinary job on a very, very dif
ficult document. I also want to salute 
my colleague, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. GRADISON] for his contribution 
and the contributions of all the mem
bers of the committee. 

Mr. Chairman, it has been my pleas
ure to serve on the Committee on the 
Budget for 6 years. The job has not got
ten any easier. But I do believe we have 
handled that responsibility in a man
ner that not only meets the needs of 
this Nation as best we can under trying 
circumstances, but also makes a sin
cere effort to reduce the budget deficit. 

During the 6 years, I have tried to 
focus on many programs of importance 
to my district and my home State of Il
linois, but I have tried to look to a na
tional issue which I think is critically 
important. That is the issue of health. 

I · would like to take exception to 
some of the comments made earlier by 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle who suggested there is no dif
ference, that there are only minor ad
justments between the Democratic ap
proach to spending in this budget reso
lution and the approach by the Presi
dent in his budget proposal. 

I would tell you that in the area of 
health we are talking about significant 
differences. 

Now, for those who have not followed 
this debate as closely, there are two 
budgets included in our resolution: 
plan A, which assumes that the walls 
will come down and defense savings can 
be spent for domestic programs; and 
plan B, which keeps the walls up and 
says that any savings on defense will 
go to deficit reduction, cannot be spent 
on domestic programs. 

I would like to say to you that, even 
assuming plan B, which has the least 
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. amount of money to spend on domestic 

programs, the Democratic budget pro
posal is significantly better in the area 
of health than President Bush's sugges
tion. 

Now, let me give you some specifics: 
The supplemental program for women, 
infants and children, a program that 
provides high nutrition for the most 
disadvantaged, family-at-risk genera
tion in America today, receives signifi
cantly more funds under the Demo
cratic-proposed budget; in fact, 25 per
cent more funds than proposed by the 
President. 

We propose that some 415,000 more 
women, infants and children will re
ceive this nutritional assistance than 
President Bush does. These are not 
minor adjustments; these are adjust
ments to .give people an opportunity to 
help live a healthy life. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DURBIN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON]. 

Mr. GRADISON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, is the gentleman talk
ing about plan A or plan B? 

Mr . . DURBIN. I am talking about 
plan B; 415,000 more women will be 
served, 38 percent more than President 
Bush. 

Under plan A, 600,000 more will be 
served. So, under either plan there will 
be a significant benefit to the WIC Pro
gram. 

Mr. GRADISON. I thank the gen
tleman. 

I think it would help in all of the de
bate on our side as well as the gentle
man's side to say which plan we are re
ferring to. 

Mr. DURBIN. I think that is a wor
thy point. 

I would like to say at the outset that 
I am going to address myself ex cl u
si vely to plan B, which is the low-cost 
approach, the approach with the walls. 
And I think, even under that plan, we 
have made significant progress in the 
area of heal th. 

Let me use a couple of other exam
ples to show you what I believe we 
have accomplished. 

In the area of immunizing children, 
you know, we take it for granted that 
if you live in middle America, your 
kids will get their shots, show up for 
school and have their check marks and 
physician's signature, and life goes on 
pleasantly. But for a lot of kids in 
America the immunizations never take 
place. They turn out coming to school 
needing immunizations or in fact are 
exposed to diseases, come down with 
measles, mumps, whatever and, frank
ly, have to be hospitalized at great 
cost. 

Under our plan B we have rec
ommended $150 million in budget au
thority to provide immunizations for 
more than 6 million pre-school-age 
children in America, 4 million more 

children than President Bush in his 
budget. 

Now, in the area of community 
health centers, if you live in an under
served part of America, rural America, 
which I represent, or inner-city Amer
ica, where you cannot find a doctor, 
you need a community health center so 
that a doctor is available. Under our 
recommendation, we increase funding 
by $100 million for community health 
centers, a 19-percent increase to pro
vide primary .and prenatal care to over 
850,000 low-income Americans. This is a 
15-percent increase over President 
Bush's request. This is not a minor ad
justment. This is in fact a defining de
cision as to where we are going in this 
country. 

In the area of the National Institutes 
of Health, I cannot tell you how impor
tant I think this is. Most Americans 
believe that the Federal Government is 
leading the way in medical research, 
and we are. But most Americans do not 
know that of all the applications for 
medical research to find cures for 
AIDS, for cancer, for heart disease, we 
fund one-fourth of those that have been 
approved. Three out of four are not 
funded. They wait another year or they 
are never funded. 

There are cures waiting for funding. 
Each year, I push for more money for 
the National Institutes of Health, and I 
want to tell you that I am proud to re
port to you that we increased funding 
for NIH by $500 million under our pro-
posal. · 

Within that we have increases for 
areas that I think are particularly im
portant. Several weeks ago I had the 
pleasure of meeting in my office a 
woman named Elizabeth Glazer, a 
name that may not be familiar to you. 
She is from California. She has made it 
her life mission to find funding for pe
diatric AIDS research. 

I am happy to report to Mrs. Glazer 
and to the many children whose lives 
are at stake that we have put an addi
tional $5 million in to find ways to 
avoid transmitting AIDS from the 
pregnant mother to the fetus in the 
womb or the child who is born. 

These are significant expenditures. 
Some of my colleagues are excited by 
the prospect of a space station and 
traveling to the Moon or Mars. That 
does not hold out the same kind of ex
citement to me as finding a cure for pe
diatric AIDS, a cure for the AIDS dis
ease. And we are putting the money in 
the Democratic budget resolution to 
move us closer to that day. 

I am very proud of that fact. 
I might also tell you that we have 

added funding for the Alcohol/Drug 
Abuse and Mental Health Administra
tion. If you want to fight a drug war, 
you fight it in drug clinics, in addition 
to police stations. You have got to 
take the people who are addicted and 
take them through rehabilitation. And 
we put more money in for that purpose 
than the President. 

That is money well spent for all of 
America. 

Let me say there is an area of dis
appointment here too. We have not in
creased the funding for the Food and 
Drug Administration, an agency I fol
low closely. We continue to heap re
sponsibilities on this agency and we 
refuse to give them the resources to do 
their job expeditiously and profes
sionally. 

The day of reckoning is coming. If we 
want to have drugs and medical devices 
approved in a professional manner, we 
have got to put the resources to work 
to do it. I am sorry to report that nei
ther the President's budget-in fact, 
the President cuts spending for the 
FDA-and I am sorry to report that our 
budget only holds them at last year's 
level. We do have to take that respon
sibility seriously. 

Let me close by saying I think there 
are significant differences, defining dif
ferences between Democrats and Re
publicans. The Democratic budget pro
posal is committed to health research 
and health delivery, people who need it 
in America, and I think it does a better 
job than the President's plan. 
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Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SANTORUM], a mem
ber of the Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
GRADISON] for yielding this time to me. 
I, too, want to congratulate the chair
man of the Committee on the Budget, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NETTA], for the fine work he has done, 
for the exhaustive amount of hearings 
he had on this and other ideas with re
gard to the Federal budget we have 
worked on over the past year, and also 
the fine work of my ranking member, 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADI
SON], for his work on facilitating a lot 
of the work we have been doing on the 
Republican side of the aisle to come up 
with some alternatives to the budget 
problem. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a new Member of 
Congress, and I came here with some 
very clear goals in mind. One of them 
and one of the reasons I wanted to 
serve on the Committee on the Budget 
was because I thought we had a real 
problem in this country with the budg
et deficit. It is $300-some-odd billion. I 
know that number sort of flips off the 
-tongue pretty easily around here, but 
that is a big number. It is 351 billion, 
with a b, dollars. That is a concern to 
me. 

Under either budget, any of the budg
ets, really, we are going to be voting 
for, we do really nothing in the area of 
deficit reduction. We do virtually noth
ing to get this deficit, this runaway 
deficit, under control, and that to me, 
if there is anything that I come here a 
little dissatisfied about or disheartened 
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about, it is we have not really taken a 
serious look at the No. 1 problem, in 
my mind, facing us, the economic re
covery. 

In fact, Mr. Chairman, if my col
leagues look at the Economic Journal, 
the February 22 edition, it says, 
"Digging out from under-America's 
mountain of debt is stalling an eco
nomic recovery," and inside it is the 
cover article. It says, "Why won't the 
recession go away," and the answer is, 
"The answer: a debt-soaked national 
balance sheet," and what the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. RosTENKOW
SKI] and others have said is right. 
There are a lot of needs out there in 
this country, and there are a lot of peo
ple who have problems that we have to 
solve, but taking money out of their 
pockets so they cannot solve that prob
lem, by soaking up all the resources for 
investment of industry, by soaking up 
all the capital out there for our use 
here in Washington, is not going to 
solve those problems, is not going to 
help solve those problems. 

I believe that the people out in Amer
ica know how better to spend their 
money than we do. I mean it is a fun
damental belief that by using more and 
more, and putting us deeper and deeper 
in debt, all we are doing is bogging 
down this economy, and the other 
thing we are doing that really bothers 
me is I have an 11-month-old daughter, 
and I look at Elizabeth every day, and 
I say, "Elizabeth, are you going to 
have the kind of country to grow up in 
that I had? Are you going to have the 
opportunities that I had? Every day 
we're spending a billion dollars more 
than we take in, and, Elizabeth, you're 
going to pay that the rest of your life." 

More and more the national debt 
keeps going up. It is $4 trillion now, $4 
trillion. I mean I wish I had Ronald 
Reagan's gift for being able to put that 
in some sort of terms that could be un
derstood like linking paper clips from 
here to the moon. I do not know what 
it would be, but it is an amazing 
amount of money that my colleagues 
and their children are going to be sad
dled with the rest of their lives. And we 
are doing this. 

Mr. Chairman, let us talk about the 
politics of greed here in Washington. 
We just soak all this money in and let 
the future generations pay for it. That 
is the politics of real greed. 

I know these are tough decisions. I 
know it is very difficult to cut pro
grams. I know it is very difficult to 
rein in entitlements, but we owe it to 
the future. We owe it to the kids. We 
owe it to the future, that they have at 
least as good an America as we have, 
and these budgets do nothing to solve 
that problem. 

About 8 months ago the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH], the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. MILLER], the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY], 
and I started to work on an alternative 

budget that was going to try to ap
proach this problem and do something 
about deficit reduction, try to cut the 
deficit. It would not take big globs and 
chunks out of it, but do something in 
the way of reducing the debt, and we 
came up witn a budget that cut $32 bil
lion. That is not an enormous amount, 
about less than 10 percent of what the 
deficit would be. We tried to push some 
of those programs into the Committee 
on the Budget, and we were defeated, 
as was stated by the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. GRADISON] earlit:r. We also 
have tried to talk with the President 
and tried to get him to put it into some 
of his budgets, and unfortunately we 
were not successful in that. 

However, Mr. Chairman, I can tell 
my colleagues that there are a group of 
people here who really do care about 
what the deficit is doing to our coun
try, and I know everybody stands here 
and says, "Wow, we really do care 
about the deficit, and, yeah, we know 
it's a national problem," but, my col
leagues, we have got to start doing 
something about it instead of paying 
lip service to this problem. This is a se
rious problem, and I know that every
body out there believes it, that this is 
a serious problem, and I know that this 
is a difficult thing. 

But there are plans, and we are happy 
to share them with our colleagues. We 
have ideas about how to reform the 
Government, how to reform proposals 
that are going to make Government 
work more efficiently, that will do 
things to really start to get at some of 
the systematic budget deficits we have 
here, that is going to reform entitle
ments, not to take away benefits from 
people, not to rob people of what they 
need in society, but to better and more 
efficiently manage these programs and 
make them work so that we do not 
have, as my colleagues know, genera
tion after generation of Americans de
pendent on the Government. But we 
empower people to do and take care of 
themselves, and we do it with less 
money. 

We have to start looking at these 
problems. We have to start trying · to 
deal with these solutions, no matter 
how tough, how politically sensitive 
and how unpopular they are. That is 
our job, that is why we are here, and I 
hope we will have the will at some 
point to do it. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from New York [Mr. RANGEL], a 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I had 
not come to the floor to speak, but I 
was so moved by the eloquence of the 
preceding speaker in an attempt to de
scribe to the Americans just what $300 
billion can mean in terms of our defi
cit, and I think that I can do a little 
better than linking paper clips. Ronald 
Reagan may have suggested in saying 

that $300 billion is the figure that has 
been given to me as what we are losing 
every year in lost revenue, in paying 
for the drug addiction, and crime prob
lems that face our Nation today. If we 
took all that we are throwing at treat
ment, all that we are throwing in jails, 
all that we are losing in revenues, all 
that we are losing in productivity, it 
would come to $300 billion a year, and 
I understand from Dick Darman of the 
Office of Management and Budget, 
from the President's Economic Ad
viser, as well as from the Secretary of 
Treasury who testified in front of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, that 
$300 billion is a low and conservative 
figure, and that is the reason why, 
when we talk about spending that, how 
could we not talk about cutting back, 
including the military? 

Mr. Chairman, that is the reason why 
I believe that the Dellums-Towns Con
gressional Black Caucus approach, 
which cuts an additional $50 billion of 
military spending, makes a lot more 
sense because, instead of investing in 
bombs and arms, we are investing in 
domestic spending to make it possible 
for Americans to be more productive, 
raise the revenues to reduce the deficit. 

Mr. Chairman, let me thank the gen
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA] 
and the Republicans that worked with 
him in fashioning a budget that not 
only reduces Federal spending, but 
tries to do something with the deficit, 
not by cutting out domestic spending, 
but trying to tackle the drug problem 
in a way that I think is the most dra
matic and the most meaningful. 

Some of my colleagues have heard 
Jack Kemp and Bobby Garcia, a former 
Member, and I talk about the enter
prise zones. For years it just lan
guished in the Committee on Ways and 
Means because, while everybody talked 
about it, no one was excited enough to 
spend the money that was necessary in 
the budget to do something about it. 
Well, this year the Committee on Ways 
and Means has put this in the tax bill 
that passed the House, but it is not just 
an enterprise zone bill. It is a bill that 
says that it takes more than tax incen
tives to go into communities that are 
ravaged with crime, drugs, joblessness, 
and hopelessness. That we really have 
to think of human beings the same way 
we think about plants and equipment-
and so-going to the Attorney Gen
eral's office, as well as working with 
HUD, we took a program called Weed 
and Seed, and the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. PANETTA] has put together 
$500 million, $65 million more than the 
administration asked for, $280 million 
in new money so that we do not have to 
transfer the moneys from other pro
grams into these zones which provide 
economic incentives ·for entrepreneurs, 
but also funds for the supplemental 
Head Start Program to allow employ
ers to increase the training and to 
eliminate--
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. RAN
GEL] has expired. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
GRADISON] if he would yield 1 minute of 
his time to me. 

Mr. GRADISON. I am sorry, Mr. 
Chairman, but all my time has been 
asked for. I wish I could accommodate 
my friend, but I cannot. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 additional seconds to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. RANGEL]. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, what I 
am saying is- that all the things about 
fighting against crime are in there, but 
at the same time, all the things that 
are necessary to prevent crime are also 
there. We save a lot of money by keep
ing people out of jails and out of hos
pitals and reducing the deficit by mak
ing these people productive. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for the additional time. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. McCRERY], a member of 
the Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the President's 
budget for fiscal year 1993. Historian 
John Buchan said "The hasty reformer 
who does not remember the past will 
find himself condemned to repeat it.'' 
My colleagues, heed this: Two times in 
the last 50 years Americans were thrust 
into wars that, I submit, may have 
been prevented had we used keener dis
cretion in national security affairs. I 
believe adopting the Defense spending 
plan in the majority's budget resolu
tion cuts into the muscle of our na
tional security system, terminating 
needed forces and weapons. To explain 
why I believe this, let me begin by say
ing we have learned two lessons in 
modern history. · 

The first lesson is that the United 
States has always engaged in rapid and 
deep reductions in national defense 
after major conflicts, only to be chal
lenged by tyrants who perceive Amer
ica as too weak in will and readiness to 
defend her national interests. I cite as 
a case in point the post-World War II 
comments of Secretary of State Dean 
Acheson-who announced on January 9, 
1950, that the American defense perim
eter in the Pacific included Japan, Oki
nawa, Formosa, and the Philippines. 
South Korea was left off this list and 
expected to defend itself. By July 1950, 
American forces were engaged in com
bat. on the Korean Peninsula. 

The point is, after 5 years of rapid 
and deep cuts after World War II, 
America was in a poor state of readi
ness. Lack of readiness, combined with 
no signal of national will, led to a 
major invasion of that small country 
by its enemy to the north. The U.S. 
Army suffered 1,884 killed in action in 
the first 6 weeks of fighting. 

This was not an abberation. After 
Vietnam, deep and rapid cuts were 
made in defense spending, and in 1975, a 
small country in Southeast Asia took 
control of our Mayaguez and her crew. 
In 1979, Iran took American hostages. 
Our lack of readiness became evident 
to all the world when we couldn't even 
fly a few helicopters across a desert, 
much less rescue Americans held 
against their will. And just when we 
thought we were coming to a new era 
of peace after winning the cold war-a 
new tyrant named Saddam arose to 
threaten our national interest and 
question our resolve and readiness. 
Even recent history teaches us not to 
make deep and rapid reductions in De
fense spending. 

The second lesson is that we cannot 
predict where future unknown threats 
to American interests will arise. I em
phasize future threats because the De
fense plan in the budget resolutions 
recommended by the House Budget 
Committee is based on past threats. We 
cannot predict the nature of the next 
challenge to our national interest. As 
sure as Iraq surprised the world by in
vading Kuwait, that challenge will 
come. 

The fiscal year 1993 budget resolution 
adopted by the Budget Committee as
sumes the world is a far safer place, re
quiring less military capability than 
that recommended by Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff-Colin Powell
and Secretary of Defense-Dick Che
ney. These are two of America's most 
brilliant leaders in any sector of our 
Government. These leaders who 
brought us swift and sure victory in 
Operation Desert Storm make a de
fense spending recommendation that 
provides readiness, adequate force pro
jection, and demonstrates a will to pro
tect American interests. I challenge 
anyone to give a single reason why 
these two intelligent American leaders 
would not present a well reasoned, 
threat-based plan for our national se
curity forces. Remember, readiness re
quires being ready for likely threats to 
our national interests, but should in
clude being ready for the unexpected. 

The President's defense budget pro
vides sufficient resources to meet read
iness goals and unexpected threats. 
The fiscal year 1993 Budget Committee 
resolution now before the House does 
not. 

The President's defense budget 
hinges on the concept of the base force, 
a flexible strategy that abandons the 
old cold war assumptions and focuses 
on the kinds of regional conflicts that 
could emerge in the future-including 
the unexpected. The base force, which 
will result in a 25-percent reduction in 
military manpower, assumes a substan
tial reduction in the threat of a Soviet 
invasion of Western Europe, and a dees
calating nuclear superpower conflict. 

The majority party has a great deal 
to say about the changes the world has 

undergone in the past 3 to 30 months, 
and they are correct. However, it is no 
secret in Washington that the Presi
dent's defense budget has already 
taken these changes into consider
ation. Yet, the majority's budget reso
lution argues the President's defense 
plan does not take these changes into 
consideration. The truth is, it is the 
majority's defense plan which fails to 
acknowledge emerging threats to 
American national security. 

Such emerging threats include: 
First, improved ballistic missile ca

pabilities: The Central Intelligence 
Agency and others have cautioned that 
by the year 2000 an additional 15 na
tions will possess ballistic missiles ca
pable of reaching the United States. 

Second, fire sales of military hard
ware: The Republics of the former So
viet Union are showing signs of financ
ing their way out of domestic troubles 
by selling off military hardware. Unit
ed States intelligence officials indicate 
the Russians plan to sell two Kilo class 
attack submarines, five miniature sub
marines, and Mig-29 supersonic jet 
fighters to Iran. The Russians also are 
negotiating the sale of angle-deck air
craft carriers, ships as capable as any 
owned by the United States, to China 
and India. 

Third, nuclear proliferation: North 
Korea continues to vigorously pursue 
the acquisition of nuclear weapons. In 
addition, Iraq is balking at permitting 
the destruction of its nuclear weapons 
and ballistic missile production facili
ties. 

The defense spending plan in the fis
cal year 1993 budget resolution submit
ted by the Budget Committee cuts the 
Department of Defense deeper than the 
President's budget by $7.4 billion in 
spending authority and $5.2 billion in 
outlays in fiscal year 1993. The major
ity's defense budget is based on one of 
four options offered to the Budget 
Committee by the Armed Services 
chairman who concedes that the de
fense options have yet to be thoroughly 
reviewed and analyzed. 

Even more troubling is that the ma
jority defense budget adopts deep cuts 
in defense for fiscal year 1993, yet the 
outyears have higher defense spending 
authority in fiscal years 1994-97 than 
the President's defense plan, $35 billion 
over 4 years. This inconsistency be
tween deep cuts in fiscal year 1993 and 
much higher increases in fiscal years 
1994-97 highlights the lack of analysis 
by the majority on how the defense 
budget is linked to national security. 

Finally, we have heard much during 
this political season of creating and 
maintaining jobs. I ask you, how well 
thought out is the majority plan that, 
if followed to its logical conclusion in 
future years, would cut 217,000 Active 
Forces over 5 years in addition to the 
530,000-person reduction sought by the 
President in his plan. I would argue 
that achieving the President's reduc-
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tion in force will be difficult to achieve 
without involuntary separation of mili
tary forces. Even deeper cuts will 
threaten morale, weaken training ef
forts, and impair readiness. The major
ity defense cuts would result in an ad
ditional 90,000 unemployed Active 
Forces by the end of fiscal year 1993, 
and 110,000 more at the end of fiscal 
year 1995. 

Another concern is that the majority 
defense plan assumes only 16,000 re
serve personnel will be cut while two 
active divisions will be eliminated. 
However, roughly 60,000 reserve person
nel are needed to support two active di
visions. It is unclear from the informa
tion provided in the majority plan 
whether they are hiding the number of 
reserves they plan to cut, or if they in
tend to retain 44,000 without a mission. 

Mr. Chairman, the House of Rep
resentatives has the responsibility for 
enacting a defense budget that provides 
a reasoned and analytical approach to 
national security. This responsibility 
should be taken with grave seriousness 
when dealing with the lives of brave 
men and women in uniform. We have a 
responsibility to lead, and to make de
cisions based on reason and analysis. 
The majority defense plan is not based 
on reason and analysis. We should sup
port the president's defense plan be
c'ause it was designed by the best and 
the brightest America has to offer her 
citizens. Let us heed the call to reason 
and analysis while abandoning irra
tional political posturing. 

I urge the rejection of the Demo
cratic budget which would lead the 
United States to make the same mis
take we have made too many times in 
the past-after a great victory, we as
sume the world is safe, and we tear 
down our defense structure, only to 
pay for it later with American lives 
and crisis spending. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPRATT], who is a member of the Com
mittee on the Budget and who has been 
so very helpful in helping us in defining 
the defense numbers. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the budget resolution re
ported by the Budget Committee. And I 
would like to focus on function 050, the 
budget allocation for defense. 

The budget resolution allocates to 
national defense $247.4 billion in budget 
authority. It allows for $287.2 billion in 
outlays, or actual spending, in fiscal 
year 1993. 

To connect these numbers to the 
present, it helps to start from a base
line we all understand: The ceiling on 
defense spending agreed to in the budg
et summit and enacted in the Budget 
Enforcement Act. 

This year, according to the Budget 
Enforcement Act, the ceiling for de
fense spending is $288.4 billion in budg
et authority, and $296.2 billion in out-

lays. The President has already decided 
to bring his budget below that ceiling. 
His budget cuts budget authority for 
Defense to $281 billion in fiscal year 
1993, which is $7.4 billion below ceiling; 
and it cuts outlays to $291.4 billion, 
which is $4.8 billion below ceiling. 

This budget resolution merely builds 
on those cuts. It increases the Presi
dent's cut in BA from $7.4 to $14 bil
lion, and it increases the President's 
cut in outlays from $4.8 to $9 billion. 

Insofar as defense is concerned, 
that's what this debate is all about. It's 
about a cut of $6.6 billion off the Presi
dent's mark for BA, and a cut of $4.2 
billion off the President's mark for 
outlays, hardly enormous cuts. In per
centage terms, what the Budget Com
mittee is saying is that Defense budget 
authority/050 can be cut by 2.3 percent 
more than the President has already 
cut it. And that outlays should be cut 
even less-by 1.4 percent below the 
President's request. 

The Budget Committee did not pull 
these numbers from thin air. We held 
hearings; we heard from all sides; and 
in the end, we took the advice of Mr. 
ASPIN, the chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee. He advised the 
Budget Committee that Defense BA 
could be cut by another $5-$7 billion 
beyond the President's cuts, and the 
committee opted for the upper end of 
his range: $6.6 billion. 

Mr. ASPIN, for his part, did not take 
his recommendations off the back of an 
envelope. Since late last fall, the 
Armed Services Committee staff have 
been engaged in what the chairman 
calls a bottom-up study of our Armed 
Forces, in light of the fact that the 
cold war is over. 

The first phase of that study is fin
ished. It outlines four force options, 
partly for analysis, partly for framing 
the debate for hearings. Three of the 
four options point the way to defense 
cuts over the next 5 years that are 
deeper than the President proposes. Op
tion C, which the chairman prefers, 
holds the potential of $91 billion in cu
mulative cuts over the next 5-7 years. 

We have only begun to explore these 
options; no one has settled for sure on 
any of them; and this budget resolution 
does not lock us into any of them. It 
puts defense spending on a down-slop
ing curve that is a little steeper than 
the President's. And it positions de
fense spending for further cuts next 
year, when the walls come down and 
the cap gets tighter. The discretionary 
spending cap next year is $7 billion 
below the cap for this year. 

In addition to its macrostudy of the 
force, the staff did a quick study of 
next year's budget to see if $6.6 billion 
more could be cut without damaging 
personnel or readiness, two things we 
clearly want to protect. 

We have the finest forces our country 
has ever fielded; and we do not want to 
lose quality or morale or break faith 

with our All-Volunteer Force as we 
downsize all four services. And we want 
to stay ready. Even after the cuts 
being proposed are implemented, we 
will be spending billions on defense; 
and we do not want to spend billions, 
only to have a hollow force. It we want 
forces that are ready, then we have to 
pay the price; we have to fund flying 
time, steaming time, live-fire training, 
and op-tempo overall. 

Yesterday, we met with Secretary 
Cheney, who warned us that the outlay 
cuts in this budget resolution will 
drive us to deeper cuts in the personnel 
accounts and in O&M. He warned spe
cifically he might have to cut 300,000 
more in personnel if we adopted the 
Budget Committee's recommendations. 
Cutting $6.6 in budget authority and 
$4.2 billion in outlays from the Presi
dent's budget will not be easy, but I be
lieve it can be accomplished without 
further cuts in personnel. And I can 
tell you from serving 10 years · on the 
Armed Services Committee that we 
will avoid such cuts if there is any way 
possible. Indeed, Secretary Cheney ac
knowledged that the budget reductions 
before us today could be accomplished 
by cutting O&M by $4.5 billion and 
R&D by $3.1 billion-though he warned 
that such cuts would hurt long-term 
modernization and readiness too. 

I firmly believe there are ways to cut 
this $287 billion budget, without cut
ting personnel or cutting readiness. 
Let me suggest just a few examples. 
The defense budget is divided into six 
major accounts. The largest of these is 
O&M. The request for O&M next year is 
$84.5 billion. Some of this goes to am
munition and fuel, repairs and mainte
nance-basic readiness. But out of it 
also, the services buy spares, replace
ment parts, inventory for everyday op
erations, which is stored in depots and 
warehouses. In January, the GAO re
ported that DOD accumulated over the 
last decade an enormous inventory of 
all sorts, stored in depots and ware
houses around the country. According· 
to the GAO, the total value of this in
ventory, based on its cost, is $250 bil
lion. That's inventory on hand; it has 
increased by $150 billion in value over 
the last decade. Small item inventory 
grew from $43.4 to $101.9 billion. Based 
on its study, GAO recommends that the 
budget provision for secondary or small 
items can be cut by at least $5 billion 
below amount purchased in fiscal year 
1992. 

Here is one proposal alone that would 
cover most of our BA reduction and 
much of our outlay reduction. In addi
tion to trimming excess inventory, the 
O&M budget might be trimmed by as 
much as a billion dollars, because the 
defense operating fund, which has an 
annual throughput of $77 billion, is al
leged to be overfunded by this much at 
least. Already this year, $1.2 billion in 
excess funds has been taken from this 
account for helping the Russians and 
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the Kurds. Or O&M can be reduced by 
terminating foreign nationals em
ployed at our bases overseas. Our re
maining troops, who are at a lower 
alert level because of the collapse of 
the Warsaw pact, might' take up some 
of the tasks assigned to foreign nation
als. 

The procurement accounts are down, 
and down sharply from 1990. The total 
request for fiscal year 1993 procure
ment is $54.4 billion; it was $81.4 billion 
as recently as fiscal year 1990. There 
are few big ticket items left; but surely 
savings can be found in a $54.4 billion 
procurement budget. 

The R&D budget is lower than pro
curement, but it actually goes up in 
fiscal year 1993, from $36.9 to $38.8 bil
lion, most of the increase for SDI. SDI 
is allocated $5.4 billion in the Presi
dent's budget, $1.3 billion more than 
this year. If SDI is allowed an inflation 
increase only, $1 billion can be saved 
out ofR&D. 

In a budget of over $280 billion, sure
ly saving 2.3 percent is not an impos
sible goal. 

D 1755 
Mr. Chairman, in closing let me say 

what we have here is not an impossible 
challenge; it is a request to cut the de
fense budget by $2.3 billion and apply it 
on the deficit. If you want to vote for 
deficit reduction, vote for plan B and 
vote for the Democratic resolution. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 mi:r;mtes to the · gentleman from 
California [Mr. LAGOMARSINO]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to the Democratic 
budget resolution. 

Once again the Democratic majority 
has turned its back on the hard choices 
that need to be made in the budget. In 
fact, this time, they couldn't even de
cide on which of their own ideas they 
.liked best. 

President Bush made the hard deci
sions to reduce U'.S. Armed Forces by 
25 percent and terminate major defense 
programs such as the B-2 Stealth 
bomber, the Seawolf submarine, and 
the Minuteman III ICBM. 

A domestic discretionary spending 
freeze, a cap on increases in mandatory 
entitlement spending, and the elimi
nation of hundreds of Federal programs 
are also hard choices made in the 
President's budget. 

Strictly allocating limited resources 
will al ways be done by making hard 
choices. Increasing Federal spending 
while our Nations has a debt of over $4 
trillion will have to be done by gim
micks. 

President Bush announced, as part of 
his base force plan, a 25-percent reduc
tion in the U.S. Armed Forces. This 
deep, but prudent cut in military 
spending responds to the changing 
global climate without compromising 
the security of the United States and 
many of our allies who depend on our 
strength and support. 

Despite the remarkable and encour
aging political and economic changes 
taking place around the world, there 
still remain both identified and unan
ticipated threats to our national secu
rity. The Democratic budget would gut 
our defenses and throw an additional 
300,000 service men and women out of a 
job. The goal of our military reduction 
is not demobilization, instead, respon
sible restructuring. 

Deeper and less responsible cuts ap
pear to be based more on political 
scheming in an election year rather 
than on security planning in the post
cold-war era. 

By 1997, under the President's plan, 
defense spending, in real terms, will 
have decreased by almost 37 percent 
since the mid-1980's. In that same pe
riod of time, mandatory entitlement 
spending is projected to increase by 33 
percent. 

Unfortunately, while defense spend
ing is declining in real terms, the Fed
eral budget deficit hovers around $400 
billion and this budget resolution 
raises the Federal debt ceiling to $4.5 
trillion. In the light of this debt, the 
peace dividend is an illusion. 

Today's budget charade has once 
again proven that the Democratic ma
jority in Congress does not have to 
obey the law when it comes to budget 
discipline, they just have to change it. 
The only way to force the Congress to 
pass a balanced budget is to amend the 
Constitution to require that Congress 
pass a balanced budget. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
opposing the Democratic budget reso
lution and in supporting a balanced 
budget amendment. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. BROWN], the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
commend the chairman of the Budget 
Committee, Mr. PANETI'A, for his work, 
to support the concurrent resolution, 
and to indicate the importance of the 
resolution to the overall situation in 
this country with respect to research 
and development. 

Mr. Chairman, the continuing eco
nomic recession in the United States 
has fostered at least one healthy devel
opment-a willingness to recognize and 
confront those factors which are im
peding long-term economic growth, and 
with it the production of good, stable 
jobs. Some economists marvel at the 
pessimism of the American people in 
the face of economic statistics that do 
not seem to be all that bad. As usual, 
it is the people, not the economists, 
who are right. Their concern comes 
from the fact that many long-term 
trends-in productivity, in education, 
in investment, and in quality of life
are not positive in relation to our prin
cipal economic competitors. 

These trends can be reversed. Sac
rifice will be required to shift the Na-

tion from an ingrained cultural pattern 
of overconsumption, toward a pattern 
of productive investment. And this in
vestment must be carefully targeted, 
in infrastructure, in education and 
training, and in technology to rebuild 
the economy and the country. These 
are well-accepted, almost tired truths. 
But achieving political consensus on 
them, particularly in the climate of 
economic jump-starts and short-term 
giveaways which characterize most 
election-year politics, will be difficult. 

Today, I would like to summarize the 
positions taken by the Science Com
mittee in its "Views and Estimates" 
presentation to the Budget Committee 
3 weeks ago. Specifically, we focused 
on how our Nation should target its in
vestments to deal with three of the 
principal problems facing our economy. 
These problems are: First, the decline 
in U.S. economic competitiveness; sec
ond, the need to carefully manage the 
shift of our military infrastructure 
into productive civilian investments; 
and third, the need for . increased en
ergy security. 

I am pleased that the Budget Com
mittee, in its wisdom, has reported a 
bill which embodies many of our sug
gestions. Plan A highlights a number 
of programs in function 250-in NASA 
and in basic science conducted by the 
National Science Foundation and the 
Department of Energy-which are crit
ical to this Nation's research base. 
Plan A also provides for substantial in
creases in applied technology programs 
in the Department of Commerce and 
for conservation and renewable energy 
programs at the Department of Energy. 
These are all commendable initia
tives-initiatives that we highlight in 
our "Views and Estimates"-and they 
form · the basis for my strong support of 
the resolution before us today. 

Let me briefly elaborate on the three 
challenges facing our economy. 

First, we have a serious problem with 
global competitiveness. 

The 1985 report of the President's 
Commission on Industrial Competitive
ness presents the bet commonsense def
inition of competitiveness: 

Competitiveness is the degree to which a 
nation can, under free and fair market condi
tions, produce goods and services that meet 
the test of international markets while si
multaneously maintaining or expanding the 
real income of its citizens. 

A recent report of the Office of Tech
nology Assessment, Competing Econo
mies, points out that we are failing the 
Commission's definition on both 
counts. First, we are not meeting the 
test of international markets. Our 
share of the world's merchandise im
ports has risen steadily over the past 20 
years-from 12 to 18 percent-while our 
share of exports has fallen-from 14 to 
10 percent. At the same time, imports 
have captured an increasing share of 
the U.S. domestic market, rising from 
3 percent to over 9 percent of GNP in 
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the past 30 years, and our trade balance 
has suffered accordingly. 

A good part of the bad news in trade 
statistics is due to the fact that pro
ductivity gains in the United States 
have been far slower over the past 30 
years than in virtually all of our trad
ing competitors. These trends in pro
ductivity have improved somewhat in 
recent years, but we still lag behind 
Japan and several other nations. 

As OT A points out, some of these 
trends were inevitable as war-ravaged 
economies of Europe and Asia rebuilt 
their industries. Shrinking market 
share alone would not be cause for con
cern if the standard of living for Amer
icans, both in absolute terms and com
pared with that of our major competi
tors, remained strong. 

Unfortunately, on this second test, 
the trends are even more disturbing. 
Real hourly wages of manufacturing 
production workers peaked in 1978 at 
$9.50/hr. By 1990, they had sunk to al
most $8, a decline of about 16 percent 
in only 12 years and the worst record in 
nearly 30 years. The problem is not 
limited to manufacturing workers. 
Real hourly and real weekly wages of 
all full-time workers-over 73 percent 
of the employed civilian work force-
have been sinking too. Real hourly 
wages today are 12 percent below their 
peak in 1972, and are comparable to the 
levels of the mid-1960's. 

Perhaps the most disturbing aspect 
of these trends is that there is no sign 
that they are abating. OTA concludes 
in "Competing Economies": 

If there are no major changes in govern
ment policies of developed nations, we ex
pect U.S. manufacturing competitiveness to 
continue to sink compared to Japan. There 
will be more emerging technologies in which 
the dominant power is Japan and established 
industries will remain behind the Japanese 
world leaders. 

Thus, while the current economic re
cession dominates the news, below the 
recession lurks a more disturbing eco
nomic trend-nearly 20 years of stag
nant or declining living standards in 
the United States, with no improve
ments in sight. 

The second major problem facing our 
economy is the need for civilian rein
vestment, particularly in manufactur
ing. 

While we have seriously neglected 
the civilian manufacturing sector in 
the United States, in the past decade 
we have paid for and supported a huge 
defense manufacturing base. We have 
also provided most of the Federal sup
port for critical technologies and criti
cal manufacturing processes through 
the Department of Defense. These poli
cies and these technologies helped us 
win the cold war and the Persian Gulf 
war. Unfortunately, because of the dif
ferences between civilian and military 
manufacturing processes and applica
tions, they will not generally be help
ful in the continuing global economic 
competition. 

Barring unforeseen international 
changes, the defense budget will con
tinue to decline for the next several 
years, both in real terms and as a per
centage of Federal spending. These de
clines present several challenges to our 
economy. We will need programs to 
deal with severe regional economic dis
ruption in areas with high defense-re
lated employment. In addition, much 
as in the former Soviet Union, there 
will be a continuing need to assist 
manufacturers and workers in making 
the transition to profitable civilian 
production. 

It will be critical, as defense budgets 
are reduced, to ensure that critical 
high-technology elements of the de
fense industrial base are preserved and, 
to the extent possible, transferred to 
civilian production. In short, we should 
substitute civilian programs for de
fense programs in promoting the devel
opment of critical technologies. 

The third critical problem facing our 
economy is energy security. 

The largest component of the U.S. 
trade deficit is not cars or car parts. 
Nor is it consumer electronics. The sin
gle largest factor in our negative trade 
balance is the $50 billion that we spend 
every year to import oil. Worse, our 
use of imported oil continues to in
crease, from only 27 percent in 1985 to 
about 45 percent today. 

Reducing both our reliance on im
ported oil and our total consumption of 
oil will have a number of beneficial ef
fects on the U.S. economy, not the 
least of which will be economic insula
tion from oil price shocks and supply 
cutoffs. Further, we will realize addi
tional benefits, in competitiveness and 
in environmental protection, if we un
dertake these reductions primarily 
through increased energy conservation 
and use of renewable energy sources. 
Our current wasteful use of energy not 
only drives our trade deficit, it also 
threatens our ability to compete in 
world markets. As our competitors 
continue to outpace us both in the effi
cient use of energy and in the develop
ment of alternative energy tech
nologies, we will find ourselves further 
disadvantaged in markets that increas
ingly demand products that use energy 
efficiently. 

There is a common element in the so
lution to the three economic chal
lenges facing us-namely, the develop
ment of a coordinated technology pol
icy. 

Civilian manufactw·ing, especially in 
high-technology industry, is the cor
nerstone of the economic security of 
the Nation. Yet, the United States re
mains unique among industrialized 
countries in its lack of a coherent na
tional strategy for civilian techno
logical advancement. Although the leg
islative record reflects a grudging rec
ognition of the need for a technology 
policy over the past 15 years, targeting 
of civilian high-technology industries 

has largely been viewed as outside the 
realm of Federal policy. 

Unfortunately, the system which suc
cessfully led a global coalition against 
communism is not working effectively 
to expand the real income of U.S. citi
zens. After decades of focusing its re
sources and attention on international 
issues, the United States has emerged 
from the cold war to find itself strug
gling economically with competitors 
who did not neglect their civilian tech
nology base, who invested far less in 
their defense infrastructure, and who 
have had far more focused technology 
policies. Japan, Germany, Korea, and 
other nations have targeted funding for 
industrial R&D in critical tech
nologies. They have supported high
technology industries by steering low
cost capital in their direction, by pro
tecting domestic markets, by promot
ing the transfer of technology from 
laboratories to factories, and by ag
gressively training a skilled and moti
vated work force for high-technology 
manufacturing jobs. At the same time, 
the United States rejected similar pro- . 
posals to aid specific industries in the 
United States on the grounds that such 
support constituted industrial policy. 
As a result, we give up world leadership 
in many of our most important indus
tries, such as steel, automobiles, and 
consumer electronics. 

Regaining our global competitive po
sition will not be an easy task. While 
private industry bears the major re
sponsibility for producing high-value 
goods and services that are competitive 
worldwide, I believe that the U.S. Gov
ernment must assume a more aggres
sive role in developing a supportive in
frastructure for our industries. This in
cludes: Creating a favorable invest
ment climate for: both industry and the 
private citizen; focusing the Federal 
laboratory system on supporting the 
development and application of critical 
technologies; investing in education to 
upgrade the skills of our work forces; 
developing a national network of tech
nology extension centers to enhance 
industry's manufacturing capabilities, 
especially those of small to medium
sized companies; refocusing Govern
ment policies in the areas of trade, 
standards, and regulations; and devel
oping the physical structures for trans
portation and communications. In its 
"Views and Estimates," the Science 
Committee discussed specific proposals 
in each of these areas, and we will be 
introducing comprehensive competi
tiveness legislation encompassing all 
of these proposals within the next 
month. 

As we consider these proposals
many of which involve additional fo
cused Federal spending-we must rec
ognize that the relative decline in ci
vilian research and development [R&D] 
funding is clearly not the sole expla
nation for the deterioration of our po
sition in high-technology industries, 
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nor is increased spending in this area 
the only answer to our national chal
lenges in competitiveness, economic 
growth, civilian reinvestment, and di
versification of our defense infrastruc
ture, and energy security. Vigorous 
R&D funding will be of limited value if 
it is not accompanied by coherent R&D 
policies, including a coordinated tech
nology policy and effective systems for 
technology transfer and utilization. 
Similarly, enlightened R&D policies 
will be of limited value unless accom
panied by effective programs in edu
cation and training and by tax policies 
designed to pro"mote long-term produc
tive investments. 

Nevertheless, examination of R&D 
funding trends suggest that there is a 
strong rationale for additional targeted 
investments in civilian high-tech
nology programs. The resolution before 
us today includes funding for many of 
these targeted investments. 

For most of the past 10 years, defense 
R&D soared while Federal civilian R&D 
failed to keep pace with inflation. Dur
ing the same period, with no coherent 
Federal technology policy in place, pri
vate R&D investment fell behind levels 
set by our competitors. Today, as a re
sult, these competitors far outstrip the 
United States in percentage of GNP de
voted to civilian R&D investments. As 
a percentage of GNP, the United States 
is only investing about two-thirds as 
much as Japan or Germany on civilian 
R&D. Even with defense R&D included, 
the United States is still slightly be
hind Japan in total R&D expenditures. 
In many high-technology industries, it 
is not unusual for Japanese companies 
to spend up to 15 percent of their prof
its on cutting-edge R&D-often two to 
three times as much their United 
States counterparts. 

Actually, according to two stories 
which appeared recently in the New 
York Times, I may even be under
estimating the extent of our compara
tive decline in research and develop
ment. These stories, written by Bill 
Broad, highlight several disturbing 
trends. First, in the past 2 years, the 
amount of total R&D conducted in the 
United States has declined for the first 
time in over 20 years. In 1990, as a re
sult of restructuring and recession, in
dustrial R&D in the United States 
showed its biggest drop in three dec
ades. Second, it is becoming clear that 
the Federal Government has been using 
inappropriate currency conversion 
rates and systematically underestimat
ing the strength of Japan's support of 
industrial R&D. Using actual exchange 
rates between the dollar and yen, 
Japan-with half the population of the 
United States and an economy only 
two-thirds as large as that of the Unit
ed States-is spending over $80 billion 
annually on industrial R&D, a figure 
considerably larger than that of the 
United States. In short, at a time when 
Japan is outspending the United States 

on capital investment--$586 billion ver
sus $524 billion in 1990-it has also be
come the world's leading patron of in
dustrial R&D. 

It is compelling to note that this pe
riod of growing civilian R&D commit
ment by our competitors, which was 
unmatched by the United States, cor
rela~es with the decline in our indus
trial competitiveness. Furthermore, in 
those areas where U.S. R&D expendi
tures have remained strong, such as 
biotechnology, pharmaceuticals, and 
aeronautics, our competitive position 
has remained strong. 

In light of the critical importance of 
R&D to economic growth, we would 
recommend as a fundamental national 
goal that the total Federal R&D com
mitment maintain pace with inflation 
over the next 10 years. As discussed 
below, this commitment will neces
sitate an acceleration of the ongoing 
shift of resources and personnel from 
defense R&D programs to civilian R&D 
programs. In addition, tax policies 
should be structured so that within a 
decade, private R&D investment will 
grow sufficiently to enable our overall 
civilian R&D investment level to ap
proach that of our economic competi
tors. 

While our civilian R&D expenditures 
stagnated over the past 10 years, de
fense R&D experienced 76-percent real 
growth. In 1979, the ratio of Federal de
fense to civilian R&D was 48:52. The 
ratio steadily rose to a peak of 69:31 in 
1986 and has been slowly decreasing 
since. In fiscal year 1992, the ratio 
stands at 60:40, and in the President's 
1993 budget submission, despite the 
greatly diminished Soviet threat, the 
ratio drops only one additional point to 
59:41. 

Given that the total annual Federal 
R&D investment is well over $70 bil
lion, small percentage shifts from de
fense to civilian R&D have the poten
tial to yield large returns in techno
logical investment. Reversing the cur
rent 60:40 defense:civilian ratio to a 
40:60 ratio would reallocate a total of 
$14 billion from defense R&D to civilian 
R&D programs. In light of the declin
ing military but growing economic 
challenges facing the United States, I 
would recommend that a shift of this 
magnitude, phased in over a period of 5 
years, should be a fundamental goal of 
U.S. R&D policy. The shift could be ac
complished by a $2 billion transfer in 
fiscal year 1993, and $3 billion transfers 
in each of the succeeding 4 fiscal years. 

The 1990 amendments to the Budget 
Act established caps through fiscal 
year 1993 for discretionary spending in 
three categories: domestic programs, 
defense programs, and international 
programs. In fiscal year 1994 and fiscal 
year 1995, the individual caps will be 
replaced by a total discretionary cap. 
The benefit of these provisions lies in 
the fiscal discipline that they impose; 
their weakness lies in their inflexibil-

ity. Momentous changes since 1990 
have made it clear that threats to our 
national security are increasingly eco
nomic rather than military. Yet, the 
provisions of the Budget Act preclude 
transfers of funding from military to 
civilian accounts until 1994. 

An unfortunate side-effect of the 
Budget Act, and of the way that the 
Appropriations Committees are orga
nized, is that funding for civilian 
science programs is pitted, year after 
year, against funding for civilian social 
programs. With the defense funding 
capped and walled off by the Budget 
Act, recent congressional debates over 
increased civilian R&D funding have in 
effect become a surrogate for debates 
over military spending. Thus, in each 
of the past 3 years, the Congress has 
held extensive debates over whether 
the country should fund the space sta
tion and the superconducting super 
collider, or whether funding should in
stead be allocated to veterans, housing, 
water projects, and environmental pro
grams. 

The focus of these debates is fun
damentally misguided. 

The correct way to conduct the de
bate is to determine the appropriate 
level of civilian R&D funding and the 
rate and extent to which civilian R&D 
should replace military R&D in the 
Federal budget. Once these factors are 
determined, it is entirely appropriate 
to consider the merits of the space sta
tion or the SSC in the context of other 
R&D priorities. The only way to con
duct this debate the right way will be 
to bring down the Budget Act wall be
tween civilian and defense discre
tionary spending in fiscal year 1993, 
and then to shift funds from defense 
R&D to civilian R&D in an orderly and 
phased matter. 
· Mr. Chairman, the Science, Space, 
and Technology Committee has rec
ommended a transfer of $14 billion 
from defense to civilian R&D over the 
next 5 years. Where should these addi
tional civilian R&D funds be directed 
over that time? We tried to address 
this question in our "Views and Esti
mates," and we will include our propos
als in comprehensive competitiveness 
legislation, which will be introduced 
within the next month. Briefly, let me 
summarize the elements of our pro
posal: 

Technology policy coordination. We 
recommend the establishment of a 
Critical Technologies Office within the 
Office of Science and Technology Pol
icy to promote critical technology de
velopment. 

Industry-Government partnerships. 
We need to expand the Advanced Tech
nology Program at the Department of 
Commerce, establish a low-cost com
mercialization loan program to bridge 
the gap between R&D and commer
cialization, expand industry-govern
ment R&D consortia, establish a net
work of regional manufacturing tech-



4412 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE March 4, 1992 
nology centers, and do a better job of 
promoting U.S. standards internation
ally. 

Infrastructure. The National Science 
Foundation's Academic Facilities Pro
gram needs to be expanded, and the 
High-Performance Computing Program 
should be expanded and directed to
ward more general applications beyond 
research and education. 

Targeting R&D funding. Federal lab
oratory partnerships should be ex
panded and improved, as should NSF's 
engineering research centers. In addi
tion, we need to do a better job of 
internationalizing "big science" 
projects. 

Education and training. We need to 
enhance support for the K-12 math and 
science curriculum and increase work
er training programs. 

Tax policy. Tax policy needs to be re
structured to favor long-term capital 
investments in technology, education, 
and infrastructure. The declining in
vestment in industrial R&D must be 
turned around. 

Energy policy. Funding should be in
creased for conservation and renewable 
energy R&D. 

Mr. Chairman, in summary, we need 
to address the key economic challenges 
facing us with strategies in a number 
of areas: technology development, edu
cation and training, R&D investment, 
energy policy, tax provisions, and trade 
policy. We need to develop a coordi
nated technology policy which maxi
mizes investment to create high-qual
ity jobs for the 21st century. Addi
tional investments associated with 
these strategies may be financed by a 
two-step process: first, by bringing 
down the fire wall between defense and 
civilian discretionary spending in fis
cal year 1993, and secondly, by the or
derly, phased, and planned transfer of 
funding from defense research and de
velopment [R&DJ accounts to civilian 
R&D. 

I believe that the resolution before us 
today goes a long way toward address
ing the concerns and the strategy that 
I have outlined. It does reinvest de
fense funding appropriately in a vari
ety of productive civilian programs, 
many of which I have highlighted 
today. 

Before I close, however, I would like 
to clarify a point regarding funding for 
function 250 that has caused some con
fusion. Under plan A, the committee 
has provided for substantfal invest
ments above a freeze level of $17.335 bil
lion. Specifically, the committee has 
recommended that an additional $377 
million be provided for the NSF, an ad
ditional $118 million for the Depart
ment of Energy, and an additional $501 
million for NASA. The Committee as
sumes that $161 million in funding be 
transferred from the Department of De
fense for NASA programs, and that an 
across-the-board 1 percent cutr-$184 
million-be applied to the function. In 

addition, the resolution reflects the 
fact that the administration has shown 
in its budget submission $230 million in 
offsetting receipts for this function. 
These offsetting receipts have no effect 
on the appropriations process. Thus, 
for all intents and purposes, the com
mittee is recommending that appro
priations for function 250 should total 
$18.147 billion, with $161 million of the 
total being transferred to NASA from 
the DOD budget. 

Mr. Chairman, for this strong support 
for function 250 and for other areas 
critical to this country's science and 
technology base, I commend the Budg
et Committee for its work and urge the 
adoption of the resolution. 

D 1805 
Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from California [Mr. DANNE
MEYER], a member of the Committee on 
the Budget. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my chairman for yielding time 
tome. 

I want to talk just for a few moments 
about a publication I received from the 
populist caucus, signed by a member 
named Lane Evans. It says, " It may 

· take years for this country to recover 
from cuts made to domestic programs 
to accommodate the unprecedented 
peacetime military spending of the 
Reagan-Bu.sh administration." 

Members, I have a chart here that 
lists the spending increases ranked by 
major programs from 1981 to 1991, and 
the biggest increase is in Medicaid, 212 
percent. The next is net interest, 183 
percent; Medicare, 167 percent. 

Defense is No. 9. It is 73.5 percent. In 
other words, social programs spending 
is far outstripping any increase in de
fense spending during the decade of 
1981 to 1991. And/ then if we want to 
take the period 1974 to 1991, we find the 
social programs spending is far and 
away outstripping defense spending, 
which in that period of time was No. 12. 
I am going to put this in the RECORD, 
just in case any Member claims that 
defense spending is the culprit whereby 
we are in this big deficit mess. 

Spending increases-Ranking major programs 
1981-91: Percent 

1. Medicaid .. ... .. .. ............. ..... .. . 
2. Net interest ....... ... .... .... ...... . 
3. Medicare ...... ... ...... ... ... .. .. ... . . 
4. Housing assistance ........ ..... . 
5. Social Security ..... .. ... .... .... . 
6. Civil service retirement .. ... . 
7. Public assistance (AFDC, 
SSI) ....... ....... .. ................... .... . 

8. Nutrition assistance (food 
stamps) ....... ..... .... ................. . 

9. Defense .............. .............. ... . 
10. Military retirement ... ..... ... . 
11. Other programs ... .... ......... .. . 
12. Unemployment compensa-

tion ........... ..... .......... ........ ..... . 
13. Veterans compensation and 

benefits ......... .......... .... .. ........ . 
1974-91: 

Percent 
+212.5 
+183.1 
+167.3 
+120.5 
+92.7 
+90.9 

+90.7 

+75.9 
+73.5 
+68.6 
+63.l 

+37.6 

+25.6 

2. Housing assistance ........... .. . 
3. Net interest ................... ..... . 
4. Medicaid ... .. ......... ......... .... .. . 
5. Nutrition assistance .... ...... . . 
6. Civil service retirement ... .. . 
7. Social Security ............ .... .. . 
8. Public assistance .... ........ .... . 
9. Military retirement ...... .... . . 

10. Unemployment compensa-
tion ... : ....... .. ....... ............. ...... . 

11. Other programs ............ ... ... . 
12. Defense ........................ ....... . 
13. Veterans compensation and 

Percent 
+855.6 
+808.9 
+805.2 
+547.7 
+489.5 
+381.2 
+368.4 
+352.9 

+344.3 
+281.2 
+244.6 

pensions ....... ........ .................. + 138.2 

Another analysis I have here is also 
an interesting one because from time 
to time we find Members of Congress 
take the floor and claim that Congress 
is appropriating less money than what 
the President asked for. This analysis 
takes the years 1982 through 1990 and 
shows that in every single one of those 
years Congress appropriated more 
money than the President asked to be 
spent. The period between 1982 and 1988, 
for example, during that interval of 6 
years Congress appropriated $70 billion 
less than what the President asked for 
in defense. It appropriated $17 billion 
more for Medicare, $16 billion less for 
Social Security, and $47 billion more 
for net interest. And the biggest in
crease was $246 billion more in other 
programs, mostly domestic programs. 

We are in this deficit problem not be
cause we spent too much on defense 
but we have spent too much on social 
programs spending. 

FEDERAL BUDGETS: THE PRESIDENT VERSUS CONGRESS 
[Outlays in billions of dollars] 

President's requests 
Function 

Actual outlays 

WED 1 CB0 2 OMB 3 WED CBO OMB 

Fiscal year 1982: 
National defense . 188.9 188.8 186.3 185.3 185.3 185.3 
Medicare ............... 46.6 47.l 43.2 46.6 46.6 46.6 
Social Security .... .. . 159.6 154.7 156.7 156.0 156.0 156.0 
Net interest .... 82.6 82.5 68.4 85.0 85.0 85.0 
Other 217.8 221.1 253.6 272.8 255.5 272.9 

Total ......... 695.5 695.3 708.l 745.7 728.4 745.7 

Fiscal year 1983: 
National defense . 221.1 221.1 220.0 209.9 209.9 209.9 
Medicare ....... 55.4 55.4 51.0 52.6 52.6 52.6 
Social Security 173.5 173.5 175.3 170.7 170.7 170.7 
Net interest 112.5 112.5 97.1 89.8 89.8 89.8 
Other 195.l 195.l 230.l 285.3 273.0 285.3 

Total .... 757.6 757.6 773.3 808.3 796.0 808.3 

Fiscal year 1984: 
National defense . 245.3 245.3 245.0 227.4 227.4 227.4 
Medicare ..... 59.8 59.8 59.8 57.5 57.5 57 .5 
Social Security ... 178.2 178.2 178.9 178.2 178.2 178.2 
Net interest 103.2 103.2 106.3 111.l 111.l 111.1 
Other .. .... .. .... .. ............ 262.0 262.0 273.4 277.6 267.6 277 .5 

Total 84&.5 848.5 863.3 851.8 . 841.8 851.8 

Fiscal year 1985: 
National defense . 272.0 272.0 272.0 252.7 251.5 252.7 
Medicare ...................... 69.7 69.7 69.8 65.8 64.3 65.8 
Social Security .......... 190.6 190.6 190.6 188.6 190.2 188.6 
Net interest 116.l 116.l 116.l 129.4 129.4 129.4 
Other .. 277.l 277.l 291.7 309.8 301.4 309.7 

Total .. 925.5 925.5 940.3 946.3 936.8 946.3 

Fiscal year 1986: 
National defense ......... 285.7 285.7 285.7 273.4 273.4 273.4 
Medicare ...................... 67.2 67.2 67.2 70.2 70.2 70.2 
Social Security .. ......... 202.2 202.2 202.4 198.8 198.8 198.8 
Net interest ........ 142.6 142.6 142.6 136.0 136.0 136.0 
Other 276.0 276.0 276.l 311.9 311.6 311.6 

Total ...... 973.7 973.7 973.9 990.3 989.8 989.8 

COM 4 COM 
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FEDERAL BUDGETS: THE PRESIDENT VERSUS 

CONGRESS-Continued 
[Outlays in billions of dollars) 

President's requests Actual outlays 
Function 

WED 1 CBO 2 OMIP WED CBO OMB 

Fiscal year 1987: 
National defense ........ . 282.2 .. .... ...... ...... ...... 282.0 .. ......... . ......... .. . 
Medicare ..................... . 70.2 ............ ············ 75.1 ········· ··· ·· ···· ······ 
Social Security ............ . 
Net interest ................. . 

212.2 ............ ............ 207.4 ....................... . 
148.0 ············ ............ 138.6 ........... . 

Other ........................... . 281.4 ............ ... ...... 300.7 ........... . 

Total ........................ 994.0 ..... ...... . .. 1,003.8 ..... ..... . . 

Fiscal year 1988: 
National defense ........ . 297.6 ............ ... 290.4 ..... ................ .. . 
Medicare ....... .. ............ . 73.0 ........... . .. . 78.9 ............. . 
Social Security ............ . 219.4 .... ...... .. ...... ...... 219.3 .. . 
Net interest ... . 139.0 ............ ...... ...... 151.7 .. . 
Other .............. . 295.3 .. . 323.7 

Total .......... . 1,024.3 ............ ............ 1,064.0 ..... . 

Fiscal year 1989: 
National defense ......... 294.0 ....... .... . ...... ...... 303.6 ...... .............. ... . 
Medicare .............. ........ . 84.0 ............ ............ 85.0 ....................... . 
Social Security ............. 233.8 ............ ............ 232.5 ..................... .. . 
Net interest .... .. ............ 151.8 ............ ............ 169.1 ....................... . 
Other ............................ 330.6 ............ ............ 352.5 .. ......... . ........... . 

Total ...... .................. 1,094.2 ........................ 1,142.6 .. .... ... .. . 

Fiscal year 1990: s 
National defense ........ . 303.0 ....................... . 297 ........... . 
Medicare ..................... . 94.9 ............ ........ . 97 .. ....... .. . 
Social Security ............ . 246.7 ..... : ...... ··········· · 249 ... ...... .. . .......... . . 
Net interest ................. . 170.1 ............ ........ ... . 179 ......... .............. . 
Other ......... .................. . 337.1 ............ ············ 380 ········· ··· ........... . 

Total ........................ 1,515.8 ................. . 1,202 ............ ... ... ..... . 

Cumulative 

WED CBO OMB WED CBO OMB 

National defense ......... 2,389.8 2,389.7 2,385.8 2,316 2,315 2,316 
Medicare ...................... 620.8 621.3 613.1 630 629 630 
Social Security ............. 1,816.2 1,811.3 1,815.9 1,800 .1,802 1,800 
Net interest .................. 1,165.9 1,165.8 1,139.3 1,186 1,186 1,186 
Other ... ........ 2,472.4 2,476.7 2,569.2 2,816 2,768 2,815 

Total ......... . 8,465.l 8,464.8 8,523.3 8,749 8.700 8.749 

Deviations FY 1982-1988 6 

WED CBO OMB 

National defense ........ . -74 -75 - 70 ......... ............ ... ........... . 
Medicare .............. ....... . +9 +8 +17 ............ ····· ······· ........... . 
Social Security ............ . 
Net interest ................. . 

-16 -9 -16 ......... .......................... . 
+20 +20 +47 ......... ............... ..... ...... . 

Other ........................... . +344 +291 +246 .. ... . 

FEDERAL BUDGETS: THE PRESIDENT VERSUS 
CONGRESS-Continued 
[Outlays in billions of dollars) 

President's requests Actual outlays 
Function 

WED 1 CBO 2 OMB 3 WED CBO OMB 

Total ..... .... +284 +235 +226 

1 Representative W.E. Dannemeyer: President's budgets as submitted (fis
cal year 1982 Reagan budget submitted in March 1981); actual outlays as 
reported. 

2 Congressional Budget Office: President's budgets as submitted, exclud
ing off-budget programs (FFB); actual outlays (updated), excluding off-budg-

et f~[~:~j Management and Budget: original budget requests adjusted for 
comparable accounting (defense includes imputed accruals for military re
tirement, Medicare includes premiums as offsetting receipts, totals include 
off-budget outlays). 

4 Composite: estimates have been identical beginning in fiscal year 1987. 
s Estimated. 
6 Actual outlays less President's requests. 

Then another analysis that I want to 
also put into the RECORD deals with 
Federal spending by major categories. 
It has the vantage point of 1974 to 1991 
and 1982 to 1992. And we find that social 
program spending has been exploding 
in all these years, and it was shown 
quite clearly that we are again in this 
deficit problem not because we are 
spending too much on defense but too 
much on social programs. 

I have noted with interest some of 
my colleagues speaking today, and we 
should reflect on the fact that each 
minute that we talk we add $879,000 to 
the national debt. Each second adds 
$15,000 to the national debt. Each hour 
is $52. 7 million to the national debt. 

I will remind my colleagues that in 
this fiscal year 1992, we are adding $480 
billion to the national debt. The na
tional debt at the end of this fiscal 
year, September 30, is scheduled to be 
$4.037 trillion, and that is a moving tar-
get. ' 

I mention this because I heard the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN], 
my colleague. I do not see him on the 
floor now, he was talking about all the 
needed money that should be appro-

FEDERAL SPENDING BY MAJOR CATEGORIES 
[Budget Outlays in billions of dollars] 

priated for these programs to which he 
makes reference. I wanted to ask the 
gentleman a question: Where does he 
think this money comes from? 
It comes from the working men and 

women of this country who go to work 
every day, raise their families, support 
their charities and churches, and pay 
their taxes. And it comes out of the 
hides of those people. 

I say that there needs to be some 
voice around this place that recognizes 
that we are just spending this Nation 
into bankruptcy. The data shows that 
in 1980, it took 20 percent of all revenue 
collected by the Federal Government 
to pay the interest on the debt. And by 
1992, it takes 42 percent of all revenue. 

If we just look at the income from 
the personal income tax in 1980, it took 
30 percent to pay the interest on the 
debt. And in 1992, it takes almost 60 
percent of the income on the personal 
income tax to pay the interest on the 
debt. 

If we do not change our big spending 
habits around this · place, there is a 
good chance that by the end of this 
century, maybe even before, it is going 
to take all of the income from the per
sonal income tax to pay the interest on 
the debt. And we could even get to the 
point that it would take all of the in
come to the Federal Government itself 
to pay the interest on the debt. 

I mention that because the Commit
tee on Rules has permitted this Mem
ber from California to offer an alter
native budget that will establish the 
lowest spending totals for any of the 
alternatives being suggested by the 
House at this time. I will have an op
portunity during the presentation of 
that alternative budget to explain to 
the Members the details of it. 

Increase 
Program 1974 1975 1976 ITQ 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1998 1990 1991 

Social Security ....... 55.9 64.7 73.9 
Civil service retire-

ment .................. 5.7 7 .o 8.3 
Military retirement 5.1 6.2 7.3 
Other retirement 

(railroad and 
disabled coal 
miners .............. . 2.8 4.7 3.2 

Veterans com-
pensation ~nd 
pensions ........... . 6.8 7.9 8.4 
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19.8 85.l 93.9 104.1 118.5 139.6 156.0 170.7 178.2 188.6 198.8 207.4 219.3 232.5 248.6 269.0 +381.2 

2.3 9.5 10.9 12.4 14.7 17.6 19.4 20.7 21.8 23.0 23.9 25.7 28.0 29.l 31.0 33.6 +489.5 
1.9 8.2 9.2 10.3 11.9 13.7 14.9 15.9 16.5 15.8 17.6 18.l 19.0 20.2 21.5 23.l +352.9 

1.2 3.6 3.4 4.4 5.1 5.4 5.6 5.6 5.4 5.6 5.3 5.6 5.3 5.7 5.1 5.7 +103.6 

2.1 9.2 9.7 10.8 1L7 12.9 13.7 14.3 14.4 14.7 15.0 15.0 16.0 16.5 15.2 16.2 +138.2 

+92.7 

+90.9 
+68.6 

5.6 

+25.6 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Income se
curity ... 

Unemployment 
compensation ... . 

Medicare ............... . 
Medicaid ............... . 

Health pro
grams 

Housing assistance 
Food and nutrition 

assistance ........ . 
Public assistance 

(SSI , AFDC) ...... . 

76.2 90.5 101.1 27.3 115.6 127.0 141.9 161.9 189.3 209.6 227.2 236.3 247.8 260.7 271.7 287.7 304.1 321.6 347.6 +356.2 +83.6 
=========================================================================================== 

6.1 
9.6 
5.8 

15.5 

1.8 

4.4 

7.9 

13.5 19.5 
12.9 15.8 
6.8 8.6 

19.7 24.4 

2.1 2.5 

6.6 8.0 

10.1 12.2 

4.0 
4.3 
2.2 

6.5 

.7 

1.8 

3.1 

15.3 11.8 10.8 
19.3 22.8 26.5 
9.9 10.7 12.4 

29.2 33.4 38.9 

3.0 3.7 4.4 

8.5 8.9 10.8 

13.0 13.8 13.4 

18.1 19.7 23.7 
32.1 39.1 45.6 
14.0 16.8 . 17.4 

46.0 56.0 63.0 

5.6 7.8 8.7 

14.0 16.2 15.6 

17.2 19.4 19.8 

31.5 
52 6 
19.0 

71.6 

10.0 

18.0 

21.1 

18.4 
57.5 
20.l 

77.6 

11.3 

18.1 

21.4 

17.5 
65.8 
22.7 

88.5 

25.3 

18.5 

22.7 

17.8 
70.2 
25.0 

95.2 

12.4 

18.6 

24.4 

17.1 
75.1 
27.4 

102.6 

12.7 

18.9 

25.3 

15.3 
78.9 
30.5 

109.3 

13.9 

20.l 

27.9 

15.6 
85.0 
34.5 

119.6 

14.7 

21.2 

29.7 

18.9 
98.1 
41.1 

139.2 

15.9 

24.0 

31.4 

27.1 
104.5 
52.5 

157.0 

17.2 

28.5 

37.0 

+344.3 
+988.5 
+805.2 

+912.9 

+855.6 

+547.7 

+368.4 

+37.6 
+167.3 
+212.5 

+180.4 

+120.5 

+75/9 

+90.7 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Program 1974 1975 1976 ITQ 1977 1978 

Social and 
welfare 
pro-
grams 14.l 18.8 22.6 5.6 24.5 26.4 

Select paymens for 
individuals ........ 111.8 142.5 167.5 43.4 184.6 198.7 

National defense ... 79.8 86.5 89.6 22.3 97.2 104.5 
Net interest on 

debt ................... 21.4 23.2 26.7 6.9 29.9 35.4 
Other spending .. .... 73.5 93.7 102.3 27.6 112.4 135.8 
Undistributed off-

setting receipts - 16.7 -13.6 -14.4 -4.2 -14.9 -15.7 

Total outlays .......... 269.4 332.3 371.8 96.0 409.2 458.7 
Percent an-

nual in-
crease 
(Percent) 9.6 23.4 11.9 n/a 10.1 12.1 

CPI annual 
increase 
(Percent) 11.0 9.1 5.8 n/a 6.5 7.6 

Real outlay 
growth 
(Percent) (-1.4) +14.3 +6.1 n/a +3.6 +4.5 

Receipts ...... ........... 263.2 279,1 298.1 81.2 355.6 ' 399.6 
Nominal deficit ...... -6.1 -53.2 -73.7 -14.7 - 53.6 ~ 59.2 
Gross Federal debt 483.9 541.9 629.0 (643.6) 706.4 776.6 
Real deficit ...... ...... -17.6 -58.0 -87.1 n/a -77.4 -70.2 

Mr_ PANETTA_ Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. PAYNE], who 
is a member of the ,Committee on the 
Budget. 

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in strong support of House 
Concurrent Resolution 287, the Budget 
Resolution for fiscal year 1993. 

I would like to commend the chair
man of the Committee on the Budget, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NETTA], our ranking member, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON], and 
the members of the Committee on the 
Budget for completing the work on this 
Budget Resolution so quickly. 

This resolution, either alternative A 
or B, produces a budget deficit for 1993 
that is less than that proposed by the 
President, and the budget deficit pro
posed for 1993 is about 20 percent less 
than the budget deficit for this fiscal 
year. 

Plan B adheres to the spending caps 
set by the 1990 budget summit agree
ment and keeps intact the firewalls be
tween defense, international affairs, 
and domestic discretionary spending. 

Under these caps, domestic outlays 
will actually decrease below the 1992 
level. The budget resolution before us 
recognizes that if we are going to com
pete successfully in the global econ
omy, we must carefully target and in
vest our scarce Federal resources in 
our people, especially our young peo
ple, and our infrastructure. Significant 
increases are proposed in both plans for 
the Head Start Program for at-risk 
pre-school children and the WIC Pro
gram. The success of head Start and 
WIC at improving school performance 
and reducing health care and other 
costs are well documented. 

The bottom line is simple: Children 
who cannot learn cannot become pro
ductive members of either our society 
or our economy. 

FEDERAL SPENDING BY MAJOR CATEGORIES-Continued 
[Budget Outlays in billions of dollars] 

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 

28.5 36.8 43.4 44.1 49.0 50.8 66.5 55.3 

220.1 262.8 308.2 340.4 379.3 383.1 420.2 428.9 
116.3 134.0 157.5 185.3 209.9 227.4 252.7 273.4 

42.6 52.5 68.7 85.0 89.8 111.1 129.4 136.0 
141.9 161.5 171.8 161.1 163.3 162.1 176.6 185.0 

-17.5 -19.9 -28.0 -26.1 -34.0 -32.0 -32.7 -33.0 

503.5 590.9 678.2 745.7 808.3 851.8 946.3 990.3 

9.8 17.4 14.8 10.0 8.4 5.4 II.I 4.6 

11.3 13.5 10.3 6.2 3.2 4.3 3.6 1.9 

(-1.5) +3.9 +4.5 +3.8 5.2 I.I 7.5 2.7 
463.3 517.1 599.3 617.8 600.6 666.5 734.I 769.1 

-40.2 -73.8 -78.9 -127.9 -207.8 -185.3 -212,3 -221.2 
828.9 908.5 994.3 1.136.8 1,371.2 1,564.1 1,817.0 2,120.1 

-52.3 -79.6 -85.8 -142.5 -234.4 -192.9 -252.9 -303.1 

There is a strong relationship be
tween public investment in roads, rails, 
and airports and growth in the private 
sector. Spending on infrastructure 
makes private investment in plants 
more profitable. I believe the addi
tional funding for highways, mass tran
sit, and aviation included in this budg
et resolution will enhance America's 
competitiveness. 

This budget resolution recognizes the 
need to protect and enhance rural 
America and provides for continued 
funding for community development 
block grants, community health cen
ters, and the Economic Development 
Administration. 

Mr. Chairman, during my tenure on 
the Veterans Affairs Committee-from 
which I am now on leave-I learned 
about the strains on the VA's medical 
care budget. During the 1980's, growth 
in the VA medical care budget did not 
keep pace with the 10 to 15 percent 
growth in medical inflation. For exam
ple, the prices the VA pays for pre
scription drugs has risen 21 percent in 
the last year and a half. Vietnam vet
erans suffering from post-traumatic 
stress disorder must wait up to 1 year 
to begin treatment. 

The portion of the medical care budg
et set aside to help homeless veterans 
has been continually underfunded. As a 
result, the VA has been able to help 
less than 10 percent of those veterans 
who are homeless. 

The VA system now handles more 
AIDS patients than any other Federal 
health care system, as our veterans 
grow older, there will be increased de
mands for long-term care. The budget 
resolution [plan BJ will help address 
these and other urgent needs by allo
cating about $700 million in additional 
budget authority to the VA medical 
care budget. 

The President's budget proposed $3.5 
billion in cuts to VA benefits over 5 
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Increase 
1987 1988 1998 1990 1991 

74-91 82-92 

56.9 61.9 65.6 71.3 82.7 +486.5 +90.6 

448.2 474.2 504.9 550.9 614.4 +449.6 +99.4 
282.0 290.4 303.6 299.3 273.3 +244.6 +73.5 

138.6 151.7 169.2 184.2 194.5 +808.9 +183.l 
171.5 184.8 203.7 253.8 280.2 +281.2 +63.1 

-36.5 -37.0 -37.2 -36.6 -39.4 (+135.9) (+40.7) 

1,003.8 1,064.1 l.144.1 1.251.7 1,323.0 +391.1 +95.1 

1.4 6.0 7.5 9.4 5.7 

3.6 4.1 4.8 5.4 4.2 +176.3 +49.8 

(-2.2) 1.9 2.7 4.0 1.5 +214.8 +45.3 
854.1 909 .0 990.7 1,031.3 1,054.0 +300.6 +75.9 

-149.7 -155.1 -153.4 -220.4 -268.7 +4,304.9 +240.6 
2,345.6 2,600.0 2,867.5 3,206.3 3,599.0 +643.7 +262.0 
-225.5 -255.2 -266.7 -338.8 -392.7 +2,131.3 +357.7 

years. These cuts would have hurt vet
erans by increasing medical and drug 
co-payments, raising home loan fees 
and down payments, reducing pensions, 
and increasing contributions under the 
Montgomery GI bill. The budget reso
lution rejects all of these cuts imposed 
on veterans. 

As the military is downsized, it is im
portant to help ease the transition to 
civilian life for our service men and 
women. About $100 million, either plan 
A or B, has been allocated to provide 
transitional assistance for military 
personnel returning to civilian life and 
to address the unemployment needs of 
our Nation's veterans. 

This 1993 budget resolution is respon
sible, and it puts us on the right path 
toward responsible budgets for 1994 and 
1995 which meet the targets of the 
Budget Enforcement Act. I urge my 
colleagues to support this resolution. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise and 
commend the good work of the Budget Com
mittee chairman in expeditiously bringing the 
fiscal year 1993 budget resolution before this 
body. It is a product that is significantly better 
than the President's proposal in so very many 
ways. 

Once again this President, like the President 
before him, has proposed a budget that favors 
the rich and leaves crumbs for the rest of 
America. His budget and its tax program 
would once again put a strong wind at the 
backs of wealthy investors, and a headwind of 
hurricane force against hard-working Ameri
cans. Frankly, I'm fed up with misguided lead
ership from the White House that continues to 
run the Government as if it were a playground 
for millionaires, rather than at the service of all 
Americans. 

The Bush budget shaves only $44 billion off 
a proposed $1 .5 trillion military budget over 
the next 5 years. That's a cut of 3 percent, 
less than $1 O billion per year. The excuses for 
these levels of spending have vanished. The 
Warsaw Pact has collapsed; we don't need to 
protect West Germany from East Germany. 
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The Soviet Union has disintegrated; the ham
mer and sickle flag no longer flies over the 
Kremlin. The last time I looked the Russian 
leader was a capitalist, not a Communist. 

Mr. Chairman, we have just come through a 
decade of disinvestment. Reaganomics I and 
II have bushwacked the economy and starved 
critical areas of investment that would promote 
economic growth, make us more competitive 
in the world, aid people in need, and reduce 
the deficit. We would need to spend $77 bil
lion more for investment programs in 1993 
than the President has proposed just to get us 
back to the 1980 level of Federal spending on 
investment. We are not talking poor people's 
programs here, Mr. Chairman. We're talking 
about infrastructure, education, job training, 
science and technology, economic develop
ment, and selected health and housing pro
grams, programs that are the foundation of 
national security in the new world order. 

So that is why I urge my colleagues to sup
port the proposal of the Budget Committee. 
The budget resolution presents us with two 
plans, A and B. Both are superior to the Presi
dent's proposal. This resolution reduces his ri
diculously high levels of military spending. It 
cushions the hardship to families and commu
nities caused by defense cutbacks. It makes a 
downpayment on investments needed to bring 
this economy out of recession and promote 
growth for the long term. It stops the Presi
dent's budget cuts to Medicare, veterans pro
grams, and a host of other critical activities. It 
gets rid of the charade of accounting gimmicks 
that is dishonest and a disservice to sound 
budgeting, and both plans reduce the deficit. 

Plan A is clearly the superior of the two. It 
begins the process of rebuilding America by 
making some much-needed investments in 
education, health care, long-term economic 
growth and economic conversion, while mak
ing a downpayment on the deficit. Adopting 
this budget resolution will give America's vet
erans $586 million more than the President 
proposes, $2.2 billion more for education pro
grams, nearly $600 million more for job train
ing, and create thousands of more jobs in con
gressional districts across this country. 

The Members from the other side of the 
aisle have criticized this side of the aisle for 
offering two plans. Mr. Chairman, two plans 
only make sense. Plan A can only work if this 
body passes H.R. 3732, a bill I have the 
pleasure of being the lead sponsor of, which 
would break down the walls between defense, 
domestic, and international spending. But the 
President has said he will veto such legisla
tion, so we need a fallback position if we can
not override his threatened veto. 

Mr. Chairman, I had hoped we could have 
done more and better with this budget. Pro
posed military spending is much too high. Do
mestic investments are way too little. Without 
those investments, our educational system will 
continue to slip, our infrastructure will crumble, 
and new technologies will go undiscovered. 
These investments are the future engine of 
growth that will get this economy working 
again and lead us out of our budget debt and 
our social deficits. 

But I understand the realities of competing 
interests and counting votes. Again, I con
gratulate the Budget Committee chairman for 
a job well done under these trvinQ cir-
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cumstances and I urge my colleagues to sup
port this resolution. · 

Mr. Chairman, it is also important that the 
Members consider two issues included in this 
budget resolution that go to the heart of our 
ability to efficiently manage the Federal Gov
ernment. They are the imposition of a partial 
hiring freeze and a 1 percent across-the-board 
cut for certain administrative expenses. 

The Committee on Government Operations 
has spent the last several months surveying 
the General Accounting Office, the inspectors 
general, and other experts on Government 
management to identify the most significant 
management problems in the Federal Govern
ment. 

A recurring theme that shows up in many 
agencies and programs is the hollowing-out of 
Government, that is the scaling back of per
sonnel, investments, and other resources to 
the point that the agencies are unable to per
form their missions or provide the services for 
which they were created. 

Hollow government was a creation of the 
Reagan-Bush administrations. It used person
nel cuts and resource reductions in the mis
guided pursuit of downsizing Government. 
Record Reagan-Bush deficits show that 
hollowing out Government does not balance 
the budget, it simply leads to mismanagement, 
the inability to provide needed programs and 
services, and ultimately the expenditure of 
more tax dollars to fix the ensuing problems. 

Let me provide just a few examples of the 
hollowing out of Government that has taken 
place over the last 12 years: 

Twenty-five cents out of every dollar spent 
by American consumers are for products regu
lated for safety by the Food and Drug Admin
istration. We are all now familiar with FDA's 
efforts toward safe breast implants. It also reg
ulates such items as aspirin, AIDS drugs, 
heating pads, heart valves, and every type of 
food . 

Despite these enormous responsibilities, 
Reagan-Bush cuts have decimated the FDA. 
After drastic cuts in the 1980's, its number of 
field inspectors has just now returned to its 
1979 levels. As a result, the FDA is able to 
monitor a smaller share of the production, dis
tribution, and sale of regulated products than 
a decade ago. Inspections have dropped by at 
least 40 percent over the past decade. 

The NASA inspector general is able to audit 
only 4 percent of the agency's programs and 
contracts per year. Even by limiting audits to 
high priority areas, the inspector general staff 
can look at those areas only once every 9 
years. This leaves the entire space program 
vulnerable to fraud, waste, and abuse of tax
payer dollars. 

While the number of visitors has leapt from 
172 million in 1970 to an estimated 267.2 mil
lion last year, the National Park Service's 
ranger force has remained static. This means 
less protection for visitors and resources in the 
system's 359 units. 

At Pictured Rock National Lakeshore in 
Michigan, a ranger force of 80 has been cut 
to 14. Alaska's 12.6 million-acre Wrangell-St. 
Elias National Park-the biggest in the sys
tem-has only three rangers on full-time pa
trol. Vagrants constantly break into the Martin 
Luther King Jr. birthplace in Atlanta, seeking 
shelter and sometimes vandalizing the na
tional historic site. 

The President's budget, meanwhile, calls for 
a hiring freeze for civilian personnel by rob
bing Peter to pay Paul. For example, the Jus
tice Department would receive an additional 
3,672 employees, despite the fact that we 
have already doubled the size of the Depart
ment over the last 1 0 years. To fund those 
new bodies, the President would cut between 
500 and 1,000 employees each from the De
partment of the Treasury including the Internal 
Revenue Service, the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, and the Department 
of Interior, among others. 

The budget resolution also includes a partial 
hiring freeze. But it provides much more flexi
bility to the Appropriations Subcommittees and 
the agencies to rehire those positions most 
needed for the efficient management of the 
agencies. I would urge the subcommittees to 
use that flexibility to ensure that managers, 
auditors, and other essential personnel are not 
lost. 

Another persistent problem identified by the 
Government Operations Committee survey is 
the inability of the Federal Government to 
competitively attract the quality managers and 
specialists needed to run the Government. 
How does the President react to this challenge 
in his budget? By delaying the annual pay 
raise and making it that much harder to attract 
and retrain qualified employees. 

The Budget resolution also includes an 
across-the-board cut of 1 or 2 percent for trav
el and overhead or other administrative costs. 
However, the resolution provides some flexibil
ity to postpone cuts to capital investments, 
software purchases, and related expenses. 
Again, I urge the Appropriations Subcommit
tees to make these decisions very carefully so 
that essential programs are not hollowed out 
any further. 

D 1815 
Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

30 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] 
for the purpose of debate on economic 
goals and policies. I ask unanimous 
consent that he be entitled to yield 
that time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARMEY] for the purposes of 
debate on economic goals and policies. 
I also ask unanimous consent that he 
may be entitled to yield time. Such 
time as he does not use, as I under
stand it, will be reserved and available 
to this Member for yielding to others 
later. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself 151/2 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, the Full Employment 

and Balanced Growth Act of 1978, spon
sored by Senator Humphrey and Con
gressman Hawkins, wisely provided 
time in the consideration of the budget 
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resolution for a debate on economic 
goals and policies. I think it is very im
portant that we have such a debate. 
And I would urge my colleagues to 
rethink the focus of that debate. We 
can't keep focusing on the short run 
and the quick political fix. We need to 
address fundamental long-term prob
lems in the American economy. 

Apparently, economists are trying to 
decide whether we are technically still 
in a recession. If we are, it is the long
est recession since the end of World 
War II. If we are not, we are in the 
weakest recovery since the end of 
World War II. In any case, it is hard to 
find grounds for optimism that a 
strong recovery is imminent. 

And that is what I find really trou
bling. This recession is not just a tem
porary blip in an otherwise vigorous 
economy. Our economic performance 
has been disappointing for a long time 
now, and it looks like it will continue 
to be disappointing for a long time to 
come if we don't change the focus of 
the policy debate to pay more atten
tion to the long term. 

Many are asking an important ques
tion, "What should we do about the re
cession?" I think we also need to be 
asking the more fundamental question, 
"How can we restore healthy long-term 
growth and raise the standard of living 
of the average American family?" 
Some policies that look appealing for 
getting us out of the recession look 
less appealing when we consider their 
impact on the budget deficit and long
term growth. 

I think we missed this point in our 
recent debate on the tax bill. Impor
tant as restoring some equity to the 
Tax Code and trying to stimulate the 
economy during this recession are, 
they are not the main problems facing 
the Nation. Our major effort really 
should be boosting productivity and 
long-term growth. And that means our 
priorities should be on reducing the 
budget deficit, increasing national sav
ing, and making important long-term 
investments: in infrastructure, re
search, education, training, children. 

Our problems did not begin with the 
recession and they will not end when 
the economy comes out of the reces
sion. We didn't get into trouble in a 
few months, and we will not get out of 
trouble in a few months. And we will 
never get out of trouble if we continue 
to focus only on the short run. 

I. THE SHORT-TERM OUTLOOK 

Admittedly, this short-run outlook is 
disappointing. Most forecasts for this 
year, including the administration's, 
suggest that we will have modest 
growth of about 2.2 percent. This is 
well below the 4-6 percent rates of 
growth that have been typical of eco
nomic recoveries and it will not be 
enough to lower the unemployment 
rate much. The one piece of good news 
is that inflation should remain rel
atively low. 

II. SHORT-TERM SOLUTIONS 

A. DO NO HARM 

It is understandable that we want to 
do something about the recession. But 
early in their training medical stu
dents learn that their first responsibil
ity in treating a patient is to do no 
harm. I think there is wisdom for eco
nomic policymakers in that advice. We 
do not have a weak economy, but we 
should be careful that any cure we 
come up with for the recession is not 
worse than the disease. I am impressed 
that most economists remain skeptical 
that massive fiscal stimulus is the 
right medicine for this economy. I am 
convinced that working to achieve 
healthy long-term growth is the best 
way to prevent future recessions from 
lingering as long as this one has. 
B. PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY LIES WITH THE FED 

My basic view is that the primary re
sponsibility for getting us out of the 
recession continues to lie with the Fed
eral Reserve. It made a dramatic move 
to lower interest rates in December, 
cutting the discount rate a full point 
to 3.5 percent. I wish the Fed had taken 
this kind of aggressive action sooner, 
and I do not expect the economic indi
cators suddenly to blossom. But lower 
interest rates will have an important 
positive impact on the economy. And I 
believe the Fed still has room to cut. 
C. ANY FISCAL STIMULUS SHOULD BE CARE

FULLY TARGETED AND SHOULD NOT MAKE THE 
LONG-TERM DEFICIT OUTLOOK WORSE 

In principle, fiscal stimulus through 
increased Government spending or tax 
cuts could be a useful complement to 
lower interest rates in promoting a 
healthy recovery. But such a stimulus 
package would have to be carefully tar
geted and clearly temporary. Reducing 
tax receipts or increasing spending on 
a permanent basis would be disastrous 
for the budget. The Federal Govern
ment is already spending nearly $3 for 
every $2 that it takes in. In my judg
ment, another rate cut by the Fed 
would be a far more useful tonic to this 
economy than an ill-conceived fiscal 
stimulus package. 

III. LONG-TERM OUTLOOK 

A. RECOVERY FROM THE RECESSION WILL NOT 
CURE OUR LONG-TERM PROBLEMS 

Unfortunately, recovery from the re
cession, however welcome, will not 
cure the more fundamental problems 
worrying the American people: poor 
productivity growth, declining com
petitiveness, stagnant wage growth, 
and growing income inequality. 

National income was growing slowly 
for some time before we actually fell 
into recession. During 1989 and the first 
half of 1990, growth in the Nation's out
put of goods and services-real GDP
averaged only 1.2 percent per year, 
compared to 2.6 percent per year from 
1979 to 1989. Moreover, average growth 
in the 1980's was slower than in any 
previous decade since the end of World 
War II; growth averaged 2.8 percent in 
the 1970's, 4.1 percent in the 1960's, and 

3.9 percent in the 1950's. Most econo
mists expect growth in the 1990's to be 
slower still. 

Slower growth in national income is 
not just due to slower growth in the 
labor force. Hourly pay of the average 
American worker is only 3 percent 
higher now, after adjusting for infla
tion, than it was at the depth of the 
previous recession in 1982. This stands 
in marked contrast to the years from 
1948 to 1973 when wages grew 3 percent 
per year. Families had to work harder 
and longer to get ahead in the 1980's. 
More than in any previous period since 
the end of World War II, upper-income 
families and workers achieved dis
proportionate gains in their standard 
of living. These problems of growth and 
fairness were evident before the reces
sion and they will persist after the re
covery if we do not adopt more sensible 
policies. 

B. POOR PRODUCTIVITY PERFORMANCE AND IN
ADEQUATE SAVINGS ARE THE ROOT CAUSE OF 
OUR LONG-TERM PROBLEMS 

The reason for these problems of 
growth and fairness is not hard to find. 
Productivity is not growing as fast as 
it must to provide satisfactory growth 
in wages and incomes. American busi
nesses have achieved increases in out
put per hour of about 1 percent per 
year over the last decade, while the 
Japanese have raised their productiv
ity four times faster. When the produc
tivity of American workers doubled be
tween 1948 and 1973, so did their wages 
and incomes. Productivity growth 
since 1973 has been only one-third as 
great; wage and income growth has 
slowed accordingly. 

And the United States is a low-saving 
country relative to other industrial 
countries, especially the most success
ful, Germany and Japan. The con
sequences of our low saving have not 
shown up in disastrous declines in in
vestment only because we have greatly 
increased our international indebted
ness. We are better off having foreign
financed investment than not having 
it. But strong, sustainable, long-term 
growth in our standard of living re
quires that we increase investment be
yond what we achieved in the past and 
that we finance that investment with 
our own national saving. 

Frankly, I am appalled that the fis
cal policy debate seems to have turned 
into a debate about who can cut taxes 
the most and who can provide the most 
tax incentives. It should be about how 
to get productivity and savings up. 
Poorly-designed tax cuts can seriously 
hurt national saving while doing little 
or nothing to increase national invest
ment and productivity. It's time to rec
ognize that such tax cuts may be good 
politics, but they are not good econom
ics. 
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IV. LONG-TERM SOLUTIONS 

A. GOVERNMENT POLICY MUST COMPLEMENT 
PRIVATE SECTOR INITIATIVES TO INCREASE IN
VESTMENT 

Much of the responsibility for im
proving productivity rests with the pri
vate sector. They have to take the 
longer view, build new plants and 
equipment, and invest in the research 
and development that produces new 
products and better methods of produc
tion. But Government has a role to 
play as well. Both have to stop encour
aging consumption at the expense of 
investment. 
B. SIX PRINCIPLES FOR A LONG-TERM PROGRAM 

TO BOOST GROWTH 

A long-term program to boost growth 
would have several components. 

First, Congress and the PresidAnt 
should stick to the spirit of the budget 
agreement and make a renewed com
mitment to lowering the long-term 
budget deficit. Why? Because the econ
omy is not going to strengthen fun
damentally until we boost saving and 
investment. And that won't happen 
until we bring down the budget deficit. 
Government borrowing crowds out 
money for private investment and 
drives up interest rates. It is a drain on 
our already meager pool of savings. 

Second, the Federal Reserve must co
operate by providing sufficient stimu
lus to allow the economy to expand 
with lower interest rates, more private 
investment, and a better trade balance. 

Third, in considering tax incentives, 
Congress should remember the lesson 
of the 1980's that generous tax cuts and 
savings incentives do not boost eco
nomic growth when they result in mas
sive budget deficits. Only carefully tar
geted incentives that generate new sav
ings or additional , productive, long
term investment are useful compo
nents of an overall strategy to boost 
growth. 

Fourth, we must stop neglecting pub
lic investment in infrastructure and 
technology. Congress should provide 
adequate funds for the infrastructure 
that the private sector needs but can
not be expected to provide for itself. 
This includes not only physical infra
structure like roads, bridges, and air
ports, but also infrastructure of the fu
ture-smart highways, state-of-the-art 
telecommunications networks, and 
modern air traffic control systems, for 
example. We also need investments in 
the production and dissemination of 
technological knowledge through re
search and development. And we should 
look for ways of doing this that do not 
add to a budget deficit that is already 
too big a burden on the future. 

Fifth, we need greater public 
achievement in human capital-invest
ments in people to make the future 
work force healthier, better educated, 
and more productive. Policymakers 
need to reverse the trend of the last 
decade in which the share of total Fed
eral spending going to nondefense in-

vestment dropped from 16 percent in 
1980 to 8 percent today. 

Sixth, we need a limited technology 
policy. I don't believe that the Federal 
Government should micromanage the 
economy and I don't think the Federal 
Government should be in the business 
of picking winners and losers. But I see 
merit in trying a limited program that 
makes funds available on a competitive 
basis to support the development of 
new technologies that businesses them
selves think are important. 

V. THE BUDGET 

A. THE PRESIDENT TALKS A GOOD GAME, BUT 
HIS BUDGET PROPOSALS DON'T ADDRESS OUR 
MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEMS 

Looking at the Bush budget propos
als in light of my concerns for long
term growth and fairness, I am pleased 
when he talks about important prior
ities like shifting money toward spend
ing on children, education, preventa
tive health care, science, and research. 
But his actual proposals do not suffi
ciently address the long-term struc
tural problems in the economy that 
must be solved if we are to achieve 
stronger productivity growth, better 
jobs, and more solid increases in our 
standard of living. And there is very 
little in his budget for the poor and 
working poor who have been hard hit 
by the recession. 

We in the Congress have to do better. 
We can't ignore the recession, but we 
have to ask how any recovery program 
we propose affects our long-term 
growth prospects. I see some merit, for 
example, in proposals to increase 
grants to State and local governments 
as part of an antirecession package. 
They have seen their revenue sources 
dry up in the current recession. With
out some relief they will be forced to 
cut back on their investments in infra
structure and education. In general, 
however, the test for Federal spending 
should be whether it contributes to 
economic growth or other important 
national goals. If it does, policymakers 
should find a way to pay for it. If it 
does not, it should be eliminated. 

I support the moves in Congress 
today to cut defense spending and use 
the savings from Pentagon cutbacks to 
pay for deficit reduction and some 
more investment. I think this is what 
the Budget Committee has in mind· in 
its plan A. Reorienting our spending 
priorities is critical, but I continue to 
believe that we must stick to our com
mitment to bring the deficit down. 

B. TAX CUTS ARE NOT THE ANSWER 

On the tax side, the President offered 
proposals that disproportionately bene
fited the most well-off Americans. And 
claims that a capital gains tax cut 
would have a substantial impact on 
economic growth appears to be based 
almost exclusively on hope and faith 
rather than experience or scientific 
evidence. Still, there is some common 
ground between the President's tax 
proposal::; and proposals coming from 

Congress. A middle-class tax cut, in
vestment incentives, and incentives for 
individual savings have some merit and 
are broadly supported. What concerns 
me is that the individual impact of any 
of the proposed tax law changes will be 
small and could even be beneficial, but 
they represent a retreat from the tax 
reforms of 1986 and cumulatively could 
balloon the deficit. 

I am convinced that we have to resist 
the temptation to make politically 
popular tax cuts the centerpiece of any 
recovery program. Any tax cut large 
enough to matter for the recovery will 
be too large in terms of the budget def
icit. And there is a real danger that we 
could have a tax-cut bidding war be
tween Congress and the President that 
would get out of hand, widening the 
deficit and driving up interest rates. 

I do not think it is wise to make a 
major tax cut in the face or" a $400 bil
lion deficit, when the Government 
spends almost $3 for every $2 it has, 
when the public investment needs of 
the country are so urgent, when unmet 
social needs are so enormous, and when 
we are adding to the national debt at a 
rate of $1 trillion every 3 or 4 years. 

The President's tax plan comes up 
short on grounds of fairness and long
term growth. But I have serious con
cerns about the House-passed tax plan 
as well. I have grave doubts that it will 
pay for itself over the long run. And I 
cannot believe that a tax program that 
adds to the long-run deficit is in the 
public good, especially when, for all its 
ingenuity, it will likely have only a 
marginal short-term effects on the 
economy. 

It does have the advantage over the 
President's plan of putting more 
money into the hands of people at 
lower income levels and in greater 
need. But even its message of tax fair
ness is blunted by many tax breaks 
that benefit the wealthy, such as cap
ital gains and the passive loss provi
sion. I think we may be underestimat
ing the revenue losses from these pro
visions. More important, I think there 
is a hugely optimistic assumption at 
the heart of this package, namely that 
in the midst of the next election year, 
1994, we in the Congress will let the 
middle-income tax cut lapse. I think 
we are more likely to extend it. 

For these reasons, I conclude that 
the tax proposal is more a political 
statement on fairness than it is a 
growth package. It tries to bring eq
uity to the Tax Code and tries not to 
harm the economy too much, but I 
wonder if it is really what this econ
omy needs at this time. I doubt if this 
bill would be on the agenda if this were 
not an election year. 

C. THE BUDGET DEFICIT IS STILL TOO HIGH 

The President is clearly sending a 
strong message in his budget not to 
worry about the deficit. He proposes 
large deficits for the next 5 years. His 
projected 1993 budget deficit of $352 bil-
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lion is lower than this year's $399 bil
lion deficit, but still far above the pre
vious record of $269 billion recorded 
last year. His budget fails to meet the 
pay-as-you-go test, uses creative ac
counting to keep the deficit down, and 
relies on unspecified savings. He pro
poses no comprehensive plan to reduce 
future deficits. 

Obviously, we in the Congress are 
subject to many of the same pressures 
to ignore the deficit as the President. 
Too often, policymakers face the di
lemma that what appears attractive 
for making the next 6 to 12 months bet
ter is often not what is needed to make 
the next 6 to 12 years better. 

Realistically, I understand that 
major deficit reduction is not likely to 
happen this year, given the President's 
budget proposal, the state of the econ
omy, and the political pressures of the 
election year. The deficit is very hard 
to cut because the harm that comes 
from increasing it in any one year is so 
gradual that nobody notices it, but 
over a decade or more it makes a sub
stantial difference in the standard of 
living of Americans. 

We've ignored this long-term harm 
for too long. I just think there's an im
perative for a fundamental change in 
fiscal policy and for self-discipline in 
Government. I have the very strong 
feeling that Washington politicians 
ought to worry much more about the 
State of the Union in January 2000 
rather than November 1992. I think it is 
time to govern, not to pander. 

VI. SUMMARY 

In summary, the economy's underly
ing problems have been some 20 or 
more years in the making, and they are 
not easily solved. I am convinced that 
more than anything, the United States 
needs to think of its long-term needs. 
It is very tempting to think that the 
answer to our economic problems is to 
cut taxes and not worry about the defi
cit. But the real challenge is to in
crease national saving and redirect our 
public and private spending toward 
more productive long-term invest
ments. 

0 1830 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 10 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, we come to this point 

in the budget debate where we are 
mandated by the Humphrey-Hawkins 
Act to examine the budget with respect 
to its potential impact on employment 
and price stability, and economic 
growth. 

This act, of course, is an extension of 
the concept of the Employment Act of 
1946 by then Senator Hubert Humphrey 
and Congressman Gus Hawkins, who 
has recently retired from the House of 
Representatives. Neither of these two 
gentlemen, I might add, Mr. Chairman, 
were exactly what you would consider 

arch-conservative Members of either 
body. As a matter of fact, I think you 
would find that they were both clearly 
comfortable with being identified as 
somewhere on the left end of the politi
cal spectrum in the more liberal wing 
of the Democrat Party, and they quite 
rightly were concerned, as we have 
been since 1946, with the impact of our 
budgetary practices on the perform
ance of the economy as it affects the 
employment of Americans and their 
ability to purchase within the context 
of stable prices. 

There was another aspect of the 
Humphrey-Hawkins Act that we should 
emphasize. I think one of the most im
portant aspects of the Humphrey-Haw
kins Act was that it emphasized that 
the correct, the appropriate, the bal
anced relationship between the public 
and the private sector of the economy 
would be best reflected by maintaining 
public spending at about 19 percent of 
gross national product. This was set in 
the law as a target for us to strive to 
achieve in our budgetary practice. We 
began the 1980's with the Federal Gov
ernment's budget at around 22 percent 
of gross national product, and through
out the 1980's we tried to keep it from 
expanding. Now it has slipped out of 
control to the point where today it is 
over 25 percent, that is to say, the Fed
eral Government now commands over 
25 percent of the gross national product 
of the American people. This is clearly 
not in compliance with the intentions 
of the Humphrey-Hawkins Act. 

I would like to spend a moment and 
talk about how that could happen. 
First of all, Mr. Chairman, I have 
served 4 years on the Committee on the 
Budget. I have served 7 years in this 
House where I have watched this proc
ess closely, and I have to tell you, in 
my estimation, the Budget Act of 1974 
was a perfect formula for no discipline, 
no responsibility. 

What the Budget Act of 1974 did was 
to require the President to make a 
budget recommendation to Congress in 
early February, and then to require the 
Congress to set a budget by April 15. It 
did not allow for the President to sign 
that budget. It has only the most lax 
rules by which the budget can be held 
binding over the subsequent behavior 
of Congress in the fiscal year when we 
get down to the real business of spend
ing the taxpayers' money through the 
13 separate appropriation bills. 

Then in addition to that, the Budget 
Act of 1974 repealed or revoked the 
President's power to engage in what 
are called impoundments and rescis
sions. The upshot of that was it largely 
cut the President out of the budgetary 
process except in the most ceremonial 
sense, that he submits a budget rec
ommendation and then lives with the 
consequences of Congress. 

It was a division of authority over 
spending and taxing decisions on the 
side of the legislative branch, and ac-

countability in the public's perception 
remaining with the executive branch. 
Now, I am convinced that anytime we 
put a division between accountability 
and authority, we have a perfect for
mula for irresponsibility and lax meth
odologies and bad outcomes, because 
the people with the real authority to 
do the job do not have to answer on be
half of the job that was done, and in 
this case, the executive branch, the 
President, who frankly has very little 
input and very little authority in this 
process, gets left, in the vernacular of 
my home State of Texas, left holding 
the bag of public accountability. 

I would like to focus on one particu
lar way in which this happens. As we 
put together a budget, we deal with all 
kinds of esoteric terms, things like tax 
bases, and forecasts and projections, 
and revenue forecasts and so forth. In
cidentally, we in the Congress go about 
this all wrong. We try to forecast what 
revenues will be available, and then we 
go about the business of spending these 
forecast revenues. 

0 1840 
It seems to me that fundamentally 

budgeting must begin with a basic ex
amination of what are we doing with 
the public's money. Is it necessary? Is 
it critical? Is it important? Is it desir
able, and is it productive to the 
public's interest, and then cast out 
those programs that have not been pro
ductive, revise those that maybe could 
be productive, take away those that 
are not necessary and get that budget 
in line. We do not do that. 

We begin with the proposition that 
we ought to begin spending the money 
as we have been spending it in the past. 

Now, the psychologists define crazy 
as continuing to do more of the same 
thing and expecting different results. 

Fundamentally, I would argue this is 
a crazy process, because we begin with 
the proposition that we ought to have 
current services budget spending and 
continue doing the same thing next 
year and the year after and so forth 
that we are doing now, rather than re
examining piece by piece, part by part, 
what we are doing and seeing what it is 
we can cast out of the process. 

Now, after we have made that deci
sion that we will continue doing what 
we are doing now and then determine 
the extent to which we will do more of 
it, quite rarely do we decide that we 
might consider where we could do less 
of it. 

We have found ourselves with chronic 
deficits ranging from $100 billion to 
now $400 billion. When a family finds 
itself with chronic deficits, it does a 
fundamental review of the budget. 
When business finds itself with a 
chronic deficit, they do a fundamental 
review of their budget. We do not do 
that. 

One of the reasons we have these 
budgets is that we are so bad at esti
mating revenue. 
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I want to focus for just the last few 

minutes on a very clear example of this 
unfortunate revenue estimate device. 

We cannot today use countercyclical 
policy as envisioned by the Employ
ment Act of 1946 or the Humphrey
Hawkins Act by way of increasing or 
decreasing spending. When you are 
talking about a recession, for example, 
you would under the old theory in
crease spending or cut taxes, raising 
the deficit. We have 400 billion dollars' 
worth of deficit, 400 billion dollars' 
worth of fiscal stimulus, and we cannot 
get any growth result from that. 

Furthermore, the budget is in itself 
such an overwhelming problem, the 
deficit is such an overwhelming prob
lem, that we would not dare increase 
spending in a recession and worsen the 
deficit because it is too bad already. 

So the fiscal policy spending part of 
the old fiscal policy equation of Hum
phrey-Hawkins and the Employment 
Act is no longer a tool at our disposal. 

We then look to tax policy. The ques
tion is, what happens if you change the 
Tax Code? 

We have, of course, a great reliance 
on a partisan organization called the 
Congressional Budget Office, which 
does analysis and then gives that anal
ysis to the staff of the Joint Tax Com
mittee and others to score these alter
native tax policies. The Congressional 
Budget Office also projects the reve
nues that go into building the baseline 
from which we depart in this budgetary 
process. 

Now, in the Congressional Budget Of
fice they have a model that presumes 
that there will be little or no response 
by real people in the real world to 
changes we have in the Tax Code, that 
irrespective of what we do with taxes, 
people will continue doing as they have 
been doing because they observe, I sup
pose, that irrespective of what is going 
on in the economy or in the budget, 
Congress continues doing what they 
have been doing. 

It does not occur to them that people 
in their private lives are more rational 
and responsive to changing cir
cumstances than people are in their 
public lives. They are not aware of the 
fact that nobody spends somebody 
else's money as rationally as they 
spend their own. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
BENNETT). The time of the gentleman 
from Texas has expired. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself an additional 7 minutes. 

So, Mr. Chairman, they presume no 
change. 

Now, here looking at this very impor
tant and very critical and very con
troversial question of capital gains tax
ation and the response to changes in 
the capital gains tax rate, we can see 
that as we have lowered the capital 
gains tax rate with the Steiger amend
ment of 1978 there was a tendency for 
people to get more involved in invest-

ment activities; more put their savings 
and resources into productive invest
ment activities, generated more output 
and production, increased employment 
and income, and realized more capital 
gains income. That pattern continued 
at a fairly steady gradual rate until 
1982 when we had the Reagan tax cuts 
and then people accelerated their rate 
of response. 

In 1986, in anticipation of a raising of 
the rates, people accelerated their cap
ital gains realizations before the new 
higher rate took place. We peaked out 
in 1986, with people reacting rationally 
to what they see happening or what 
they expect to happen, and then, of 
course, with the increase in the capital 
gains tax rate in the 1986 tax bill, we 
saw the predictable response. After 
1986, people retrenched on investments. 
They quit making as many invest
ments and, of course, capital gains in
come dropped sharply. 

Now, what did the Congressional 
Budget Office do in making projec
tions? They assumed that people would 
continue throughout this whole process 
doing what they had been doing. They 
could have taken a 4-year-old and given 
him a color crayon and said, "Look at 
what is happening in 1978 and 1979, and 
1985, and tell me what you expect to 
happen." They would have drawn a 
straight line and said: "more of the 
same." 

Now, what does this mean to us? It 
means that in 1989 in this great debate 
about the budget and capital gains tax
ation, the Congressional Budget Office, 
in projecting base line receipts, mis-es
timated by $75 billion what would be 
realized as capital gains. They over
estimated by $75 billion. Despite the 
fact that capital gains were going 
down, they said it was going to go up. 
They could not even get the sign right. 

Now they said since capital gains are 
going to go up by $75 billion, we can 
apply the tax rate to that and we will 
get an additional $20 billion of revenue 
and of course, Congress immediately 
went out and spent it and built that 
into the spending pattern of their base
line. 

Now, they never acknowledged hav
ing made that mistake until I discov
ered it and brought it to their atten
tion. They have acknowledged it to me 
privately, but they have never told 
Congress as a whole. They have never 
made a public disclosure of error. That 
error made a great impact on the de
bate in 1989 over the Archer-Jenkins 
tax proposal, where it was argued that 
if we would lower the capital gains tax 
rate, people would respond as they did 
before, increase capital gains invest
ment and increase capital gains real
ization, and get some growth in the 
economy. 

The huge CBO error made a big im
pact by grossly distorting the analysis 
of the alleged distributional impact of 
the capital gains cut. The CBO error 

helped make the case that the capital 
gains tax cut was unfair. 

Now in 1990, they made a similar 
overestimation of capital gains income 
of $134 billion, or 112 percent. Rather 
than correct their static model they 
continued with the same model and 
made a more egregious error. In this 
case it amounted to a · $30 billion over
estimation of the moneys that would 
come in. 

Now we see the upshot of this in the 
budgetary process. You build the over
estimation of revenues into your base
line and then in anticipation of having 
that money, you put in place programs 
that will spend that money. Then as 
you spend the money and the revenues 
do not come in, you end up with a defi
cit that is larger than you thought it 
would be. Then you amend your work 
and say, well, the deficit is $20 billion 
worse than we projected it would be. 
Uh-oh, time for a technical reestimate. 

Then the next year you have got that 
$20 billion worth of revenue that is 
built into the tax and spending base
lines and then you have the additional 
30 billion dollar's worth of error, so you 
get all this sea of red ink that grows 
and grows and seems to be out of con
trol and out of people's grasp. 

D 1850 
And how can we correct that? Well, 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me if we are 
going to be serious, then we are going 
to have to make some fundamental 
methodological changes in how we 
make budget decisions, how we make 
projections, how we correct for errors 
when they are discovered. 

Should CBO disclose to Congress the 
existence of the errors when they are 
discovered? And will we in fact deal 
with baselines that are predicated on 
the proposition of what really does 
happen before we make plans to go on 
beyond? 

We should also make reforms that 
deal more people into the process and 
have a way to get a balance and a 
counter balance and a reality check in 
the process. Our problem is this is not 
economic analysis, this is not political 
analysis we undertake here; this is psy
choanalysis. There is no scientific 
rigor, there is no application of good, 
sound business principles; it is just this 
crazy little business of pulling esti
mates out of the air, taking a model 
known to be flawed, sticking with it 
and continuing year in and year out to 
make the same mistakes over and over 
and over. 

This budget today, Mr. Chairman, is 
completely meaningless. Nothing we 
say or do or pass in these next 2 days 
will have any meaningful relationship 
to what will be the outcome when we 
look back on it at the end of the fiscal 
year. 

I ask that the attached articles on 
the CBO "capital gains-gate" be in
cluded in the RECORD following my re
marks. 
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A MATTER OF TIMING 

This shows just how much discretion peo
ple (especially the better-off) have over the 
timing of realizing their capital gains. The 
long running average for realizations has 
been around 2 percent or so of GNP. But 
when taxes on capital gains were reduced-in 
1964, 1978 and 1982-realizations doubled, to 
around 4 percent of GNP. Note, too, that the 
spurt to over 8 percent GNP in 1986 was in 
anticipation of the well-advertised increase 
in 1987 in capital gains taxes from 20 percent 
to 28 percent (and no preference over ordi
nary taxes), as part of tax reform. 

What's been totally missed in the current 
debate over cutting capital gains taxes is 
just how sharply realizations-and hence tax 
revenues-have dropped since then. 

Richard Armey (&-Tex.), the ranking Re
publican on the Joint Economic Committee, 
has pointed out that the Congressional Budg
et Office estimated that in 1990, the latest 
year for which tax figures are available, cap
ital gains realizations would total $254 bil
lion, or over 4.5 percent of GNP. The CBO's 
estimate was way off. Just $120 billion in 
gains were realized. The "missing" $134 bil
lion meant that the Treasury was short near
ly S38 billion in tax revenues it has been ex
pecting. The CBO has yet to acknowledge its 
error. 

The chart also makes clear just how cost
effective cutting capital gains taxes is. As
sume that history is repeated and that a 
lower rate on capital gains increases realiza
tions by at least 2 percent of GNP, equal to 
around $117 billion this year. The CBO and 
the Democrats say that a 15 percent rate 
would "cost" nearly $18 billion a year in 
taxes forgone. But based on past perform
ance, such a cut would generate at least that 
much in extra revenue. They also grossly un
derestimate the extra tax that would result 
from the increased economic activity that a 
cut would cause. 

[From the Investor's Business Daily, Mar. 2, 
1992) 

WILL TAX ON RICH BOOMERANG? 

(By John. Merline) 
Making the rich pay their fair share in 

taxes has become the clarion call for Demo
crats seeking to win over middle-class voters 
this political season. 

Increasing the progressivity of the tax 
code may be good politics, but many ana
lysts say it is bad policy. 

The House Democratic tax package, which 
passed last week in a highly partisan vote , 
includes a small tax credit for the middle 
class, coupled with substantial tax increases 
on the weal thy. 

Sen. Lloyd Bentsen, D-Texas, has proposed 
a tax plan similar to the House bill. Both the 
House and Senate bills propose raising the 
top tax bracket on income to 35% from the 
current 31 %, and both would impose a 10% 
surtax on millionaires. 

In addition, each of the leading Demo
cratic presidential candidates proposes some 
form of tax increase on the wealthy, either 
to fund tax relief for the middle class or to 
pay for new programs. 

Behind these proposals is the issue of fair
ness. But, as with most issues in Washing
ton, the definition of fairness depends heav
ily on whom you ask. 

For Robert Mcintyre, director of Citizens 
for Tax Justice, fairness is when "the rich 
pay more taxes and the rest of us pay less." 
According to Mcintyre and other supporters 
of higher taxes on the wealthy, tax cuts dur
ing the 1980s primarily benefited the rich. 

According to a House Ways and Means 
Committee report, the richest "one-fifth of 
the population will pay a smaller percentage 
of their income in taxes in 1992 than in 1977 
while the bottom 80% will pay more." 

Therefore, the argument goes, raising tax 
rates on the wealthy would improve the fair
ness of the tax code by making the rich pay 
a greater share of taxes than they do cur
rently. 

But historically, high tax levies on the 
rich have failed to achieve their stated 
goal-to force the rich to pay a greater share 
of the total tax burden. 

Highly progressive tax codes have tended 
to push the tax burden downward, making 
the middle and lower classes pick up a great
er share of the total income tax burden. 

A study by economists James Gwartney 
and Richard Stroup found that a peacetime 
tax increase in the early 1930s to reduce the 
budget deficit resulted in "a rapid decline in 
the reported net income in upper brackets as 
the marginal rates increased sharply." 

In upper-income brackets, tax rates were 
doubled, but tax revenues expanded by only 
15.7%, according to the study. 

And the share paid by the wealthiest earn
ers dropped precipitously, from 23.5% of the 
total tax burden before the increase to 18.4 % 
after the increase. 

Data from the IRS clearly show that tax 
shares of the top 0.2% of wage earners fell 
each time their tax rate increased. In the 
early 1940s, for example, marginal rates on 
the rich shot up, but the share of taxes paid 
by these earners dropped from some 90% of 
total taxes to 50%. 

Conversely, lower tax rates on the rich 
typically have shifted the income-tax burden 
upward. In 1926, the top marginal rate was 
reduced to 25% from 73% in 1921. The amount 
of taxes paid by millionaires increased 155% 
in those years, while the share of taxes paid 
by this group increased 75% , according to 
IRS data. 

Again in the 1960s, the top marginal in
come-tax rate was cut, with the same basic 
effect. Tax revenues from the top 5% of wage 
earners increased 7.7%, while the share of 
taxes paid by this group increased by 8%. 

Tax cuts in the 1980s produced similar re
sults. Despite cuts in the top rate of some 
23%, income taxes paid by those earning $1 
million or more increased 244% between 1979 
and 1986, from $8.5 billion in 1979 to $29.2 bil
lion in 1986. 

MILLIONAIRES' SHARE 

Between 1986 and 1989, taxes paid by mil
lionaires increased another 35% , despite a 
cut in the top rate from 50% to 28%. The 
share of taxes paid by millionaires went from 
around 2% of total taxes in 1979 to almost 9% 
10 years later, despite a cut in the top tax 
rate of 60%. 

According to the House Ways and Means 
Committee report, this is due to the fact 
that the incomes of the high wage earners 
"rose faster than average family income." 

To supporters of increased taxes, this 
means fairness declined. But to opponents 
fairness declined. But to opponents of new 
taxes, this growth at the top means some
thing different. 

OMB PROJECTION 

"What's happening here is that the entire 
economy is enjoying a larger degree of op
portunity, and more people are taking ad
vantage of it," said Gary Robbins, president 
of Alexandria, Va.-based Fiscal Associates 
and a former Treasury economist. 

For example, IRS data show that while the 
average income of millionaires did not 

change much between 1979 and 1986, the num
ber of people declaring earnings of Sl million 
or more climbed dramatically. 

In 1979, just under 8,000 reported earnings 
of more than $1 million. By 1986, that num
ber had jumped to more than 31,000, even 
after inflation is subtracted. It doubled again 
by 1989. 

Moreover, high rates on the rich have in 
the past served less as a way to raise money 
than as political camouflage for tax in
creases on the middle class. 

In part, this is due to the fact that little 
money can be raised from the nation's rich
est Citizens. According to the Tax Founda
tion, if you doubled the taxes paid by mil
lionaires, you could run the government for 
an additional 13 days in a given year. 

To raise significant revenues, according to 
tax specialists, middle-class wages have to 
be tapped. 

For example, according to the Office of 
Management and Budget, if the $400 tax cred
it in the House bill were made permanent, 
and if the government paid for it by raising 
income taxes, the top 35% tax rate would 
have to begin at income levels of around 
$36,000 for single filers. 

"If true, that suggests that there's not a 
lot of money to be had by just raising rates 
at the top,'' said Fed Governor Lawrence 
Lindsey. 

"Politicians, when they set very high mil
lionaire rates, are able to say to the middle 
class, "Well, look, it's not so bad for you," 
said Michael Schuyler, senior economist at 
the Institute for Research on the Economics 
of Taxation. 

The 1990 budget agreement raised the top 
tax rate to 31 % while also imposing higher 
excise taxes on gasoline, tobacco and alco
hol-taxes that hit the middle class harder 
than the rich. 

While observers doubt whether income tax 
rates will be raised on the middle class, the 
new tax rate proposed by the House bill ap
plies to income that some might classify as 
middle-class. Single taxpayers earning 
$85,000 and up would face a 35% tax rate. Sin
gle taxpayers earning $51,900 already face the 
31 % bracket. 

Although all brackets would be indexed for 
inflation, real wage growth would push more 
and more people in to these higher brackets. 
"Today's rich are tomorrow's middle class," 
said Robbins. 

High rates can have other economic effects 
that primarily harm the middle class. Fore
most is the incentive high tax rates give the 
rich to seek tax shelters. 

"The wealthy have enormous discretion 
over how, when and whether to realize in
come. At high tax rates, they can convert 
taxable income into fringe benefits or other 
business expenses,'' said economist Gerald 
Scully, a senior fellow at the National Cen
ter for Policy Analysis. 

Even supporters of tax increases recognize 
this effect. "High tax rates cause pressure to 
bring back loopholes," said Mcln tyre of Ci ti
zens for Tax Justice. Still, Mclntyre would 
like to see top rates at 40%. 

DAMPER ON GROWTH 

Because the rich derive three-quarters of 
their income from investments, high mar
ginal taxes on this income can dampen eco
nomic growth, according to economists. 

If the rich shift money into less productive 
investments to avoid taxes, less money is 
available for capital formation. 

"Because capital formation is one of the 
primary means by which we increase produc
tivity over time, raising top marginal rates 
would basically sacrifice future prosperity to 
soak the rich today," said Schuyler. 
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"There is certainly some productivity cost 

that comes with most ways of redistributing 
income," said Isabel Sawhill, senior fellow at 
the Urban Institute. "There is a lot of debate 
about how large those costs are." 

"You could certainly argue that when you 
get up into the 70% to 90% range of top mar
ginal rates, you really are putting a wet 
blanket on incentives to work, save and in
vest," she said .. "But I think when you are 
arguing about 35% or something in that 
range, the argument is mostly ideological 
and not really economic." 

Still if changes in investment decisions at 
these new tax levels have even a small effect 
on productivity growth, the middle class will 
be hurt badly. 

According to Sawhill, a rise in productiv
ity growth of 0.5% a year would mean an in
crease in income of some $2,000 each year for 
a family of four by the year 2000. 

"The rich are going to get their money in 
one way or another. Better they get it in a 
way that helps the rest of us," said Robbins 
of Fiscal Associates. 

DIFFICULT PROPOSITION 
Targeting taxes that hit only the rich and 

don't inadvertently hit the middle class in 
some way has also seemed difficult in the 
past. 

The House bill, for example, repeals the so
called luxury tax on jewelry, furs, boats and 
other high-priced consumer goods. 

According to the technical explanation ac
companying the bill, the luxury tax of 10 per
cent on these items may have contributed to 
job losses in the affected industries. 

"In the context of current general eco
nomic hardship," the report states, "it is ap
propriate to remove even this small burden 
in the interests of fostering economic recov
ery." 

The capital gains tax, according to sup
porters of a cut in the tax, may be less of a 
tax on the rich than a tax on those who want 
to be rich. 

"A capital gains tax does not necessarily 
mean a tax on the rich, it's a tax on anyone 
accumulating capital, and most of the cap
ital in this country is added by the middle 
class, not by the rich." said David Goldman, 
senior fellow at Polyconomics in New Jersey. 

"Most of the growth in employment in the 
early 1980s, for example, came from small 
businesses," Goldman said, "and small busi
nesses are overwhelmingly a middle-class ac
tivity." 

DECLINE IN NEW BUSINESSES 
The 1986 increase in capital gains taxes 

may have in this sense, hit the middle class. 
Goldman says that between 1986 and the 
present, fewer businesses have been incor
porated each year. 

"That's never happened before," he said. 
"Capital gains tax cuts help people to be

come rich," said Goldman. "It's a tax on cap
ital formation, not on capital." 

Capital gains taxes also reflect how dif
ficult it'is to get money from those who have 
discretion about how and when they declare 
such gains on their taxes. 

According to Gerald Scully, following the 
1981 cut in the maximum capital gains tax, 
revenues from that tax almost doubled in 
four years. 

On the other hand, the tax increase on cap
ital gains generated 50 percent less revenue 
than was predicted by the Congressional 
Budget Office in 1989 and 1990. In fact, for 
three years following the tax increase, cap
ital gains income was lower than it was in 
1985, before the tax increase. 

[From the Washington Times, Mar. 4, 1992) 
A FREE PASS FOR CBO? 
(By L. Brent Bozell ill) 

Why are the media covering the debate 
over the capital gains tax by relying on esti
mates that have been proven to be more than 
100 percent wrong? I've narrowed it down to 
three possibilities: (1) The media are too 
lazy/dumb to figure it out; (2) they think the 
American people are too dumb/lazy to figure 
it out; or (3) the media would rather witness 
a class war fought over fake statistics than 
referee an honest debate. 

Back in April 1991, Rep. Dick Armey, the 
ranking Republican on the Joint Economic 
Committee, and Chris Frenze, one of Mr. 
Armey's staff economists, revealed that the 
Democrat-appointed Congressional Budget 
Office had erred in its prediction of 1989 cap
ital gains income by $75 billion, a margin or 
error of roughly 50 percent. The study also 
maintained that this error would be built 
into the CBO's annual baseline figures, 
amounting to $375 billion in "error over five 
years, a possible deficit disaster. 

Two weeks ago, Mr. Armey and Mr. Frenze 
revealed that the CBO admitted its forecast 
for capital gains income of $254 billion for 
1990 missed the mark by $134 billion, an error 
of more than 105 percent. The media's re-
sponse: nothing. . . 

Why the silence? Because the maJor media 
covering the capital gains debate routinely 
rely on estimates of the Joint Committee on 
Taxation, which relies on the faulty CBO 
numbers for its calculations. When, for ex
ample, Time cites that "families that earn 
more than $200,000 a year would save an aver
age of $18,000 as a result of lower capital 
gains rates, " it's citing the completely bogus 
calculations of the Joint Committee on Tax
ation. Everybody's using these estimates 
without any concern for their accuracy. 

Maybe the media believe that statistical 
reality is too technical for the American 
people to understand. When Mr. Armey and 
Mr. Frenze released their first CBO critique, 
the media reaction was a resounding silence, 
with one exception. New York Times re
ported Jason DeParle, who came to the 
Times from the neoliberal Washington 
Monthly, snottily dismissed the critique on 
May 26, 1991: "Among the congressman's 
complaints is that table 19 on page 1,306 
should at the very least have included an as
terisk." 

Mr. DeParle failed to explain the CBO's er
rors, simply declaring them too difficult for 
the average American to understand. "Sort
ing through Mr. Armey's technical critique 
requires an understanding of the computer 
models used by the CBO and a grip on such 
terms as 'nominal realized capital gains.'" 
You would think turning complex arguments 
into simple language is the media's job, but 
even the reporters who understand these is
sues have refused to explain it. 

The media have also ignored Mr. Armey's 
attempts to make the CBO accountable to 
Republicans as well as Democrats. Cur
rently, the CBO's personnel are appointed by 
the Democratic leadership with no Repub
lican consultation or confirmation process. 
This is especially galling since the media 
regularly tag the CBO as "non-partisan." 

There's nothing non-partisan in the way 
CBO Director Robert Reischauer has treated 
his shop's accounting fraud: He covered it 
up. The CBO never disclosed its mistakes to 
members of Congress or the media, even 
though its tainted capital-gains and family 
income data had been widely used by both 
and even though the CBO's numbers were 
used as a club by the Democrats and their 

class-war supporters like "conservative" 
Kevin Phillips. 

Ever since Republicans (and some Demo
crats) introduced capital gains tax cuts in 
1989, the media have trumpeted the cause of 
"tax fairness," labeling tax cuts a sop to the 
rich while ignoring the rotten statistics un
derlying the hate-the-rich Democrats' case. 

The media's know-nothingness has not 
only given a free pass to the CBO, but also to 
Richard Darman's oafs at the Office of Man
agement and Budget. When Mr. Darman ap
peared before Congress last July 15 to an
nounce that the OMB's old deficit estimates 
were horrendously off-target, the network 
newcasts did nothing. It took the late great 
Warren Brookes to point out that in January 
1990, Mr. Darman forecast that the total defi
cit from fiscal 1991 to 1995 would be $62.3 bil
lion. 

Eighteen months later, that estimate 
soared to Sl,081.9 billion. Thanks to the me
dia's silence, most Americans have heard 
nothing about Mr. Darman's errors. After 
listening to a decade of media preaching 
about RepubHcan neglect of the budget, it's 
time to ask about the media's neglect of the 
budget debate. Oh, the political wrangling 
gets top billing, but the debate's most impor
tant points are almost always ignored. The 
Washington press corps can't preen about its 
role as watchdog of the government while 
both budget-boosting sides-OMB and CBO
get away with statistical murder. Call the 
media co-conspirators. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. GUAR
INI]. 

Mr. GUARINI. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time .to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
House Concurrent Resolution 287, the 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1993. 
As we talk about how this budget sets 
new priorities and how it targets do
mestic spending for investments that 
will create jobs, increase productivity, 
and improve our future standard of liv
ing, I ask my distinguished colleagues 
to consider one aspect of this budget, 
the part that deals with substance 
abuse. 

Drug abuse and drug-related violence 
are costing our economy nearly $300 
billion a year; $300 billion is more than 
we spend on our national defense, and 
far more than we invest in education, 
job training, child nutrition, and all 
other domestic discretionary programs 
combined. 

We do not have to look very far from 
the Capitol building to see the dev
astating effects of drug use. The result
ing crime, the violence and the de
struction of potentially productive 
lives, is tearing our families, our 
neighborhoods and our communities 
apart. · 

Since 1981, Federal funding for anti
drug efforts has increased from $1.5 bil
lion to nearly $12 billion. This year, we 
will increase this funding by 9 percent. 
Yet, despite massive drug interdiction 
programs, drug use continues to rise. 

The costs associated with substance 
abuse, increased health care costs, vio
lent crime, destruction of property and 
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reduced worker productivity-continue 
to escalate without any hope in sight. 

In its war against drugs, the adminis
tration has emphasized reducing the 
supply of drugs-while doing very little 
to reduce demand. The President's fis
cal year 1993 budget is no different 
than before. It perpetuates this lop
sided approach in which 70 percent of 
all the resources go to reduce supply. 

While this may not be the bill to es
tablish a new drug policy, through it, 
we still send a strong signal to the 
President and the American people 
that our antidrug strategies must 
change. In addition to interdiction ef
forts, we must dramatically increase 
the funding to reduce the demand for 
drugs. If we do not act now, drug abuse 
will continue to drain the vitality from 
our economy, and keep our citizens liv
ing in fear-afraid to go out in their 
own neighborhoods. 

I want to highlight two areas of this 
budget-programs that will save the 
taxpayers millions of dollars in the 
near future and that will dramatically 
improve the quality of life in regions 
devastated by drugs and violence. 

The first, the weed and seed initia
tive, targets some of the increases we 
recommend for education, drug treat
ment, law enforcement, and commu
nity development for a coordinated 
antidrug effort. Weed and seed uses a 
two-pronged strategy. First you weed 
drug dealers and violent criminals out 
of neighborhoods through stringent law 
enforcement; then you seed these com
munities with development programs, 
expanded social services, and the tax 
incentives of enterprise zones. Weed 
and seed has a proven track record and 
will help us reclaim our streets and our 
neighborhoods from the drug dealers 
and criminals. 

We also include an initiative to es
tablish a comprehensive prison drug 
treatment program. Right now, 75 per
cent of our prison inmates are serving 
time for a drug-related offense. Yet, 
there is hardly any treatment and re
habilitation for these inmates. The re
sult is that we are a nation of wall-to
wall prisons, spending hundreds of mil
lions of dollars each year to lock up 
prisoners that, upon release, go out and 
commit more crimes and injure more 
innocent people. 

Prison drug treatment is the most ef
fective way we have to break this end
less cycle of drugs and crime. It is also 
extremely cost-effective. Every $1 we 
invest in treatment, saves $12 in future 
incarceration costs. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, the scourge 
of drugs undermines the worthwhile in
vestments that this budget correctly 
makes. And as we set new priorities in 
our budget with increased investments 
in our children, in education, job cre
ation, and long-term growth, we must 
also target our resources to reduce the 
demand for drugs. 

I urge my distinguished colleagues to 
support this budget. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. HUCK
ABY]. 

Mr. HUCKABY. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Democratic budget before us tonight 
and tomorrow. 

My colleagues, at best this document 
is a standstill budget. It fails to ad
dress, it does not address, the silent 
issue of our day, the silent issue of our 
time, this ticking time bomb, this Fed
eral deficit, this massive Federal defi
cit. 

Mr. Chairman, for the first time ever, 
we bring a budget to the floor that does 
not project reaching balance 5 years 
into the future. This budget projects 
deficits of $200 billion as far into the 
future as one can see. This must be ad
dressed and must be changed in future 
years. 

The budget before us does address, 
does properly address, I feel, the issue 
of defense, the so-called peace dividend. 
Proposals on the table suggest that de
fense spending should be reduced some
where between $50 and $100 billion over 
the next 5 years. No one knows what 
the right number is. There is no right 
answer, and certainly we cannot 
project with accuracy world events, 
what will be occurring within the next 
5 years. 

So, the choice was made to reduce 
outlays by $9 billion in the coming 
year, recognizing this would give us 
the option in the future years to go to 
a total reduction of $50 or $100 billion 
or somewhere in between. 

I think this is a wise course, I think 
this is a prudent course to take. But 
this deficit, more than $300 billion, of 
this $1.5 trillion budget is going to 
cause our interest bill to continue ris
ing. Your Budget Committee spent 
many days, many hours arguing and 
debating and horse-trading over the so
called domestic discretionary spending 
categories. That total category is only 
$250 billion. We are almost paying as 
much for interest as we do on all do
mestic discretionary programs of our 
Federal Government. 

The time bomb is ticking; 2 years 
from now, if we do not change policies, 
we will be actually paying more on in
terest than what we have available to 
spend on our domestic discretionary 
programs. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. PEASE], a member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak today 
in support of the budget resolution 
which the distinguished chairman of 
the Budget Committee has brought be
fore us. I commend Chairman PANETTA 
for his hard work and evenhandedness 
in putting together this resolution. 

Mr. Chairman, I supported the budget 
agreement negotiated between Con
gress and the President in 1990. I sup
ported that agreement because it ad
dressed the fiscal crisis facing this 
country. The enactment of the pay-as
you-go rules for entitlement and tax 
proposals has forced proponents of new 
programs to find a way to pay for 
them. I believe that provision has been 
very effective in making Congress fis
cally responsible for the programs it 
wants enacted. 

The agreement also imposed spending 
caps on discretionary spending. Like 
the PA YGO rules, the caps forced Con
gress to impose upon itself a discipline 
that has been needed for a long time. 

But the 1990 budget agreement, al
though enacted only 16 months ago, 
was crafted under much different cir
cumstances than we face today. The 
Soviet Union still existed and rep
resented a legitimate threat. The level 
of defense spending contemplated by 
the budget agreement was credible, 
given the risks we faced at that time. 

However, the Soviet Union no longer 
poses a threat to us. We have won the 
cold ~ar, and it is time to reap the re
wards of that victory. This does not 
mean that we should gut our defensive 
capabilities. However, I think that we 
can adjust our defensive structure to 
take into consideration our changing 
security needs. A necessary result of 
these changes must be the recognition 
that the military can be safely re
duced. 

The economy was also different in 
1990 than it is today. In 1990 the eco
nomic recovery was winding down, but 
it certainly was not mired in a reces
sion as it is today. The budget agree
ment did not contemplate the recession 
lasting as long as it has. Had this been 
contemplated, I believe greater flexi
bility would have been provided for. 

Flexibility is what this budget reso
lution is all about. The resolution of
fers two separate plans, which are con
tingent upon the result of the vote on 
the Budget Process Reform Act. I 
think this is an appropriate way to 
proceed with the consideration of this 
issue. It is imperative that Members 
know how the defense savings would be 
spent before they are asked to decide 
on breaking down the walls. Proceed
ing in any other manner would be irre
sponsible. 

Mr. Chairman, if the economy were 
healthier, I probably would not support 
breaking down the walls this year. But 
the recession dramatically points out 
the need for greater focus on our do
mestic problems. We need to make in
vestments in the people of this coun
try. We need to educate them when 
they're young; train them when they're 
jobless; and heal them when they're 
sick. The budget before us today re
flects these priorities. 

Under plan A, the committee rec
ommends an increase in budget author-
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ity of $3.7 billion for elementary, sec
ondary and vocational education pro
grams. That is more than double what 
the President would add to these pro
grams. Head Start would be increased 
by an additional $800 million, continu
ing Congress' commitment to provide 
the resources necessary to make this 
program available to all eligible chil
dren by the year 2000. 

The committee requests a 1993 in
crease of $689 million over 1992 in budg
et authority for job training programs. 
These are the programs that we need to 
focus on if we want to help the unem
ployed find employment. As proposed 
by the committee, expansion of the Job 
Corps Program would continue as rec
ommended by the 50-50 plan. This pro
gram has proven to be very successful, 
returning far more back to the Govern
ment than what it costs. 

The committee also recommends 
greater funding for heal th programs. 
This reflects the committee's belief 
that defense savings should be used to 
focus on preventing, treating and cur
ing serious illnesses threatening our 
society. Of particular importance are 
increases in funding for immunization 
programs and the continuing commit
ment for fighting the AIDS epidemic. 

Chairman PANETTA has done a fine 
job sorting through all of the diverse 
interests vying for valuable, and dimin
ishing, resources. In nearly every case, 
I agree with the priorities he has set in 
this budget resolution. They represent 
fundamental Democratic values and I 
urge my colleagues to join me in sup
porting the resolution. 

0 1900 
·Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield back the balance of the time to 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on the Budget, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. PANETTA]. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
BENNETT). The gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. PANETTA] has 11 minutes re
maining and the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. GRADISON] has 32 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. SISISKY]. 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to keep defense spending at the level in 
the administration request. 

But I also want to ensure that de
fense reductions do not hurt our na
tional or domestic security. 

I am not sure that removing the fire
walls will help to achieve that goal. 

Just last year, we thought of defense 
reductions in terms of the budget sum
mit agreement. 

The agreement took note of the 
world situation, Federal deficits and 
national security requirements. 

It provided for a thoughtful, steady, 
and measured decline in defense spend
ing. 

But I worried about these cuts from 
the beginning. 

I thought $50 billion in 5 years was 
too much. It cut too much muscle, and 
put too many people in the job market. 

But I supported the agreement be
cause it kept defense strong and in
vested savings in deficit reduction. 

I believe Federal deficits are the 
greatest threat to economic security. 

So it made sense to support an agree
ment that mirrored my double prior
ities of protecting national and domes
tic security. 

Secretary Cheney says his first budg-
et request assumed 1 percent growth. 

His second assumed 2 percent cuts. 
His third assumed 3 percent cuts. 
His current request assumes a 4-per

cent average annual reduction. 
The decline in what he wants this 

year-compared to what we enacted 
last year-is 7 percent. 

Between the peak year in 1985 and 
1997, the decline in budget authority 
will total 37 percent. 

Adjusted for inflation, budget au
thority in 1997 will have about as much 
purchasing power as the defense budget 
in 1960. 

As a share of GNP defense outlays 
will fall to 3.4 percent. That is well 
below anything since Pearl Harbor. 

And look at what happens between 
1985 and 1997 in budget categories other 
than defense: 

Mandatory spending will increase 33 
percent. 

Discretionary spending will increase 
8 percent. 

When defense spending was the only 
category in a state of freefall, the 
budget agreement put on the brakes. 

But now some are calling for even 
deeper cuts and I think that's wrong. 
We are not very good at predicting 
when and where another crisis will 
erupt. 

At the end of World War II, I was a 
seaman first class assigned to sign peo
ple up for reserves. 

I remember the lines I used: we just 
fought a "war to end all wars" and 
"make the world safe for democracy." 

In any case, I told the guys they 
could join the Reserves and get all the 
benefits. 

But a strange thing happened. War 
broke out in a tiny country no one ever 
heard of called Korea. 

We will never know how many of the 
guys I signed up were called to serve in 
Korea-or how many never came home. 
We were a hollow military power. 

The point is that as peaceful as the 
world looks today, no one can say what 
will happen tomorrow. 

If Gen. Colin Powell had told us in 
mid-1990 that there would be half a mil
lion American troops in Saudi Arabia 
by the end of the year who would have 
believed him? 

When he appeared before our com
mittee, General Powell said: 

When I first became Chairman, if someone 
had asked me to bet on whether we would be 
involved with deployments to Panama and 

the Persian gulf within the space of 18 
months, I would've given high odds against 
it. 

Powell said that we fought in World 
War II, Korea, and Vietnam using 
forces that had not been prepared for 
those conflicts. 

He concludes: 
I cannot tell you where the next Noriega or 

Saddam Hussein will arise to threaten stabil
ity in the world, but you can be certain that 
it will happen. 

All I am asking is that defense reduc
tions continue to be steady, measured 
and stable. 

Think back 50 years ago to 1942 when 
the outcome of World War II was not 
yet certain. 

Let us not put this country or our 
soldiers, sailors, and airmen and 
women at risk. 

Support defense spending at a level 
that will give us military forces that 
are flexible enough to react to the un
known. 

The purposes for which money is 
spent in plans A and B are laudatory 
and I have mixed emotions about not 
funding programs I am fond of. 

However, I believe our first respon
sibility is the security of this Nation. 

We may disagree on how much is 
enough, but this Member would rather 
err on the side of national security. 

This is why I will vote against this 
resolution. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HUNTER]. -

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADI
SON] for yielding this time to me, and 
let me just compliment my friend, the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SISISKY], 
a conservative, strong prodefense Dem
ocrat, who just spoke and who has been 
a voice of reason on the House Commit
tee on Armed Services, and let me re
peat a few of the points that he made 
because I think they are important. 

Mr. Chairman, when that war that he 
spoke of was over, World War II, and 
another war broke out in Korea, a war 
about which James Michener wrote a 
book called, "The Bridges at Toko-Ri," 
a war for which we were unprepared, if 
my colleagues read the book, in the 
last of the book when the hero who I 
think was portrayed by William Holden 
was ultimately shot down, and the res
cue helicopter was shot down, and he 
was killed, the captain of the carrier 
from which he flew stood on the deck a 
short time later and said: 

Where does America get such men to fly off 
these tiny carriers, and fly into harm's way, 
seek a target that's heavily defended, and fi
nally try to go back out to sea, and find that 
small carrier that they came from? 

D 1910 
And the answer was given to us once 

again in Desert Storm that "when we 
got men and women who put them
selves in harm's way, we had all those 
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volunteers coming from our cities and 
our villages and our farms, and this 
time they were well equipped, and this 
time they were supported by a unified 
America and by a Congress which, if it 
did not support the President at first, 
at least supported its troops in the 
end." 

And they were well equipped because 
in the 1980's we rebuilt America's de
fenses and we did not try to cut the 
margins. We tried to build a military 
force which in a conflict would bring 
overwhelming odds and overwhelming 
striking power against an adversary, 
and it was that overwhelming striking 
power that we delivered at the Iraqi 
army in Desert Storm that allowed us 
to get through that conflict with a 
minimum of casualties. We did not 
want to have a close conflict. We did 
not want to have a conflict in which we 
measured their tens of thousands of 
dead and balanced them against our 
tens of thousands of dead. We wanted 
overwhelming force. 

To my friends on the Democrat side 
of the aisle who just spoke · of the dis
assembly of the Soviet empire, let me 
say that no Soviets were involved in 
Desert Storm, and yet if we ask our 
Commandant of the Marine Corps or 
the CNO of the Navy, if we ask our 
military leaders, and especially one of 
the finest analytical thinkers who has 
ever come out of this House of Rep
resentatives, for whom Democrats and 
Republicans are both proud, ·that is, 
Dick Cheney, we could not do with the 
Democrat budget, the proposed budget, 
again what we did in Desert Storm. 
The Commandant of the Marine Corps 
said, "Sure, we can survive and we can 
fight, but we can't do what we did in 
Desert Storm as decisively as we did." 

The CNO of the Navy will say that we 
could not do in Desert Storm again 
with this reduced budget that the 
Democrats are giving us what we did. 
And indeed the Secretary of Defense 
has said a number of times that we 
cannot repeat a Desert Storm perform
ance with what is left. 

So once again we are being asked to 
forget that lesson of history that we 
should have learned after World War II, 
that we should have learned after 
World War I, and that we should have 
learned after Vietnam when we went 
into a national security decline. 

Mr. Chairman, we should be respon
sible. We should reject this budget, and 
if we do, the American people will 
thank us for it. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, some 
years ago when I was first learning to 
drive race cars, the instructor told me 
that you cannot drive fast unless you 
focus well down the road. One of the 
things that this budget that the Demo
crats have brought to us fails to do is 
focus well down the road. This is a 

budget that looks to the past, not to 
the future, and all we have to do is 
look at what we have done in general 
terms and we understand this is not a 
budget about the future. This is a 
budget driving down the road, looking 
in the rear-view mirror, because this 
budget suggests, for example, that you 
can add $41 billion over the President's 
proposal to the national debt and it 
will do no harm to the future. 

Yet we know that debt impedes the 
future. Debt means we do not have 
money to invest in those things the 
Nation needs for its future. Yet this 
budget piles more and more debt upon 
the American people. While they are 
doing the spending, however, the 
spending is not going to things that ad
dress the future either. It is the R&D 
accounts that have gotten cut badly by 
what the Democrats have done. 

They have managed to underfund the 
science, space, and technology pro
grams that are vital to both economic 
recovery and our economic future. 
They have drawn down the space pro
gram, the math and science programs, 
and the education and advanced tech
nology programs. All of those programs 
are underfunded relative to the budget 
that the President brought to us. 

I heard my colleague, the gentleman 
from Illinois, suggesting out here a lit
tle while ago to us that somehow 
underfunding these accounts would be 
helpful because it means that money 
would go to other agencies that he re
garded as more meritorious. One of the 
things he mentioned in particular fas
cinated me. He said we ought to be put
ting the money toward doing some
thing real about the HIV virus. I agree 
with him that we ought to be doing 
something about the HIV virus, and 
one of the things we ought to be doing 
is the advanced space program. I will 
give the Members an example why. 
Aboard the space shuttle on the last 
flight we grew protein upon that space 
shuttle that may well help us learn 
more than we have known before about 
the HIV virus and that may point us 
toward a cure. We cannot grow that 
protein in gravity; we can only grow it 
in weightlessness, and we can only 
grow it in a way that really helps the 
researchers by having it aboard the 
space shuttle. If you are going to cut 
out those kinds of programs, you are 
going to keep us from being able to 
have those kinds of advances in our Na
tion's future. Spending money on pro
grams of the past does not get us there. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Illinois, is also one of those people who 
says we should cancel the space station 
and use that money here on Earth, 
without understanding that the space 
station is one of those things that is 
going to give us the opportunity to ad
dress problems here on Earth. For ex
ample, we are going to put a machine 
aboard the space station that allows us 
to grow new human tissue. One of the 

things we will be able to do first is 
grow new skin tissue for skin grafts. It 
will be a perfect match because it will 
be grown from the cellular matter of 
the person involved. Essentially we 
think that machine will allow us to 
grow new organs. It would be a perfect 
transplant because they would be ge
netically similar or the same as the 
person to which the organ would be 
transplanted. 

We may be able to grow new nerve 
tissue and replace spinal cords. We may 
be able to grow new optic nerves and 
cure blindness. 

Those things can be done only in zero 
gravity because if we tried to grow this 
tissue in gravity, it distorts it, but 
when you grow it in weightlessness, it 
does not distort the tissue and you get 
perfect tissue which then can be used 
back on Earth. We cannot do those 
things if we do not have the programs 
to do them, and the Democrats would 
have us believe that somehow we can 
cancel the future or cancel the pro
grams of the future and not suffer as a 
Nation. 

Their program and their budget is a 
budget that denies the future to this 
country. Instead of looking ahead, it 
looks back. I do not think we can af
ford to be a nation that looks back. I 
am proud of the fact that when Presi
dent Bush sent his budget to the Con
gress, he had a budget that looked 
ahead, looked out toward the future. 
That is what we should be doing here 
in the House, but we are not . . The 
Democrats have given us a budget that 
I believe will prevent us from being for
ward-looking, and I hope it is rejected. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. WISE], 
a member of the Committee on the 
Budget. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to continue on 
the discussion of competitiveness be
cause the issue was brought up about 
research, and I am not quite sure how 
one concludes that the Democratic 
budget is less on research. Let me give 
some examples. 

On DARPA, technology preparedness, 
that is, within the Defense Depart
ment, technology preparedness, the 
President sought to cut $88 billion in 
budget authority, or just to keep it in 
outlays, $48 million below the baseline 
of last year's. And plan B, that is, the 
one where you keep the walls up, the 
Democratic alternative would put in 
$270 million. 

In NSF, the Democratic alternative, 
in the plan A, it equals what the Presi
dent had. On the National Institute of 
Technology, the Democratic plan, plan 
A, meets with the President's. 

I think, though, what did not get 
pointed out a minute ago was NIH, the 
National Institutes of Health, which I 
think most of us consider very, very 
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important. I note with interest that in 
plan B-that is the slimmer one where 
the walls stay up-the Democratic al
ternative beats the President's by 
roughly $50 million. That is in outlays. 
That is how much you spend in 1 year. 
In plan A, that is, if the walls come 
down, it more than doubles the Presi
dent's. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WISE. Yes, I yield, but I can only 
yield briefly. 

Mr. WALKER. Could the gentleman 
tell me this: I mentioned the space pro
gram, math and science, and the edu
cation and technology programs. In all 
those cases you are under the Presi
dent's figures; is that not correct? 

Mr. WISE. Actually in the space pro
gram, in both plan A and plan B, the 
space program is continued. In fact, I 
was the one that urged, and I believe I 
was successful in getting some of the 
money allocated in the defense budget 
so that the space budget could con
tinue. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further? 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I need to 
reclaim my time from the gentleman 
because I do not have that much time. 

D 1920 
Incidentally, there is more research 

in space. Some of us are a little con
cerned about the space program be
cause while we think that is impor
tant, we think NIH is very important. 
We think NIMH, the National Institute 
of Mental Heal th, in which the Presi
dent cut $30 million out of basic re
search, which is so crucial, particularly 
in this decade of the brain. Happily, in 
plan B, the slimmed down one, that 
money is restored, and in plan A, that 
money is greatly increased. It may 
mean we can fund more than 27 percent 
of the grants that are approved. 

So whether ·you are talking about 
DARPA, whether you are talking about 
the National Institute of Mental 
Health, whether you are talking about 
the National Institutes of Health, re
search is very important. 

I want to move quickly to some other 
areas in which it has been suggested 
that the Democratic budget somehow 
is just tinkering around the edges with 
the President's budget. 

Women, Infants, and Children, a very 
important program. The Democratic 
budget, plan B, that is the slimmed 
down version, offers $60 million more 
than the President's budget. 

Try telling a lot of women and chil
dren that $60 million that feeds hun
dreds of thousands or more is some 
kind of minor tinkering around the 
edges. 

Unfortunately, there is a lot of un
employment this year. The JTPA, the 
Job Training Partnership Act, $329 mil
lion. 

Community development block 
grants, having just been involved in a 

meeting with mayors and contractors 
and others concerned about building 
infrastructure, the Democratic alter
native puts $500 million more in plan B 
than the President's budget does, so 
crucial to building that infrastructure. 

Of course highways, the Democratic 
alternative tries to fund at full author
ity the important highway program. 
And veterans, housing, community 
health, rural housing loans, childhood 
immunizations. Ninety-nine million 
dollars, you say, how much is that for 
childhood immunizations? It immu
nizes a lot of children, much more than 
the President's. 

I am very interested in investment. I 
am very interested in making sure that 
we get a good return on that. And if we 
do not invest in this country, we are 
not going to get any revenue back. 
That is why I get concerned about the 
bean counters who want to cut back on 
infrastructure, who want to cut back 
on some types of research, who want to 
cut back on building, who want to cut 
back, for instance, on those programs 
that move this country forward. 

So I am delighted that the Demo
cratic budget does not just tinker 
around the edges, but it recognizes and 
concentrates those resources and tries 
to get a greater return for the dollar, 
and actually gives taxpayers some
thing that is going to be paying them 
returns for a lot longer time than what 
the President's budget does. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, we just got an inter
esting explanation of why the Demo
crats' proposal is such an absurdity. 
When we try to explain the Democrats' 
proposal, we start talking about plan A 
would provide this, and plan B would 
provide this, but if you want to know 
where we are on this, then you have to 
go to plan B, and if you do not want to 
talk about those figures, we will take 
you over ht:re to plan A, and then it is 
back to plan B again, and any time you 
begin to ask questions about where 
does the plan stand on particular is
sues, well, you have to know whether it 
is under plan A or B. 

I would suggest that maybe what you 
should have had is a plan D. The plan 
D does not stand for Democrat, it 
should stand for defeat. Because, No. 1, 
it is absolutely a defeatist budget that 
you have brought to the floor. I would 
submit that the President's budget 
does keep on track the National 
Science Foundation, it moves the 
NASA program forward, it does do the 
job of funding the National Institutes 
of Standards and Technology, and it 
provides and implements a national en
ergy strategy. 

Those are things on which it is very 
hard to figure out where your program 
stands, on any of those things, because 

we cannot figure out whether it is on 
plan A, B, C, or Z. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I will be glad to yield 
to the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER] mentioning the energy 
strategy. Actually we have to build 
that back up from the President, par
ticularly putting in money for alter
native fuels and other types of energy 
research, because the President had cut 
that back so significantly. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, if the gentleman 
will allow me, the proolem is that most 
of what you want to do is not in the 
area of R&D; that most of the things 
that the President thinks can be done 
for an energy strategy do not demand a 
lot of R&D dollars, but they demand 
some investment in the economy. 

What you people are doing by raising 
taxes and doing all the rest of these 
things is that you are preventing us 
from having the investment dollars we 
need for a responsible energy strategy. 

So the President has in fact imple
mented a positive program in this re
gard, and your programs in fact cut 
back on the very areas that are the 
most important for the Nation's 
science future. 

As ranking Republican on the Com
mittee on Science, Space and Tech
nology, I have had a chance to review 
what you have done. I cannot figure 
out whether it is plan B or A that I was 
dealing with, but all I know is it does 
not look very good. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I offered my general 
assessment of this resolution in my 
opening remarks. I listened carefully 
to the debate, which does not give me 
any reason to think we have a clear 
proposal before us from the Democratic 
majority. 

The Committee on the Budget regret
fully began its march toward 
irrelevancy last spring when it could 
find no real alternative to the Presi
dent's 1992 spending plan, but pre
tended to conjure one up anyway. This 
journey toward irrelevancy continued 
last Thursday when committee Demo
cra.ts could not even decide on a coher
ent budget resolution. 

Mr. Chairman, by failing to make a 
recommendation for a budget, and I 
stress not two budgets, but a budget, 
the committee majority has abdicated 
its responsibility. Regrettably, what is 
being presented to the House is not a 
budget resolution, but a nonbudget 
nonresol ution. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise and ask Mem
bers again to support the committee's 
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budget resolution. I hope that Mem
bers, regardless of how they feel about 
the various proposals, will at least 
have the courage to vote for one of 
these alternatives that is presented. 

I think the good thing here is that 
Members will have a selection of alter
natives. They will have the President's 
budget to decide on, with the taxes 
that are part of it, with the cuts in 
Medicare and other human programs 
that are part of it. 

I hope that those who attack the pro
posal of the Committee on the Budget 
will at least have the courage to vote 
for the President's proposal. 

I am sure there are some that will 
vote against the Dannemeyer alter
native. There will be those who will 
vote against the alternative offered by 
the progressive caucus. There are those 
that will vote against the Committee 
on the Budget resolution. There are 
those who would not vote for a budget 
resolution no matter what you brought 
here, because it is always easier to go 
back to your constituents and say, 
"Oh, I wasn't for that. I am for doing 
this, but I wasn't for that." 

Mr. Chairman, the time has come 
when I think the American people are 
frankly very tired of people who prom
ise everything, but when it comes to 
doing it, do not deliver. We have a re
sponsibility now to deliver on a budget 
resolution so that we can continue the 
work of this House, so we can move on 
to the appropriations process, and so 
we can move on to deal with the eco
nomic issues that confront this coun
try. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the resolution 
that we have presented responds to 
those challenges. It certainly presents 
some alternatives to what the Presi
dent tried to do. 

Mr. Chairman, we retain budget dis
cipline under both approaches sug
gested under the budget resolution. We 
do not play with gimmickry. If you 
like accrual accounting and gim
mickry, please vote for the President's 
budget. We rejected that. We also re
jected the unfairness that is part of the 
President's budget. 

If you want the Medicare cuts, if you 
want the cuts on mass transit, if you 
want the cuts on veterans, if you want 
the cuts that deal with civil servants, 
please, vote for the President's budget. 
But if you do not, then support the 
committee's resolution. 

Ultimately, if you do believe that the 
time has come to reorder some prior
i ties and to target some investments, 
in education, in health care, in jobs, in 
growth and conversion within the com
munities of this country, then vote for 
the committee resolution. Because the 
President does not reorder any of those 
priorities. 

Budgets, as I said, are not about 
numbers, they are about people. If you 
care about the person who can get a job 
because we have provided highway 

funding and mass transit funding, if 
you care about the student who needs a 
Pell grant, if you care about the moth
er who needs help from the WIC Pro
gram, if you care about the child who 
needs immunizations, if you care about 
people that are struggling every day, 
who need the help and support to try to 
make it in our society, then vote for 
the committee resolution. 

Mr. Chairman, the time has come to 
make a choice. We are presenting those 
choices to the Members. Make the 
choice that helps people in this coun
try. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate 
has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule , the concurrent 
resolution is considered as read for 
amendment under the 5-minute rule. 

H . CON. RES. 287 
Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 

Senate concurring), That the budget for fiscal 
year 1993 is established, and the appropriate 
budgetary levels for fiscal years 1994, 1995, 
1996, and 1997 are hereby set forth. 

RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 

SEC. 2. (a) The following budgetary levels 
are appropriate for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1992, October 1, 1993, October 1, 
1994, October 1, 1995, and October 1, 1996: 

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1993: $845,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $911 ,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $968,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,017,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,070,400,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the aggregate lev
els of Federal revenues should be increased 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1993: $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: SO. 

and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con
tributions Act revenues for hospital insur
ance within the recommended levels of Fed
eral revenues are as follows : 

Fiscal year 1993: $85,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $91,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $96,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $102,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $109,200,000,000. 
(2) The appropriate levels of total new 

budget authority are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1993: Sl,255,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1 ,269,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1 ,310,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,375,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1 ,469,300,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows : 
Fiscal year 1993: Sl,243,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1,255,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,258,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: Sl,305,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,416,600,000,000. 
(4) The amounts of the deficits a r e as fol-

lows: 
Fiscal year 1993: $398,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $344,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $290,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $287,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $346,200,000,000. 
(5) The appropriate levels of t he public 

debt are ~s follows: 
Fiscal year 1993: $4,477,300,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1994: $4,879,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $5,228,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $5,571,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $5,969,500,000,000. 
(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal 

credit activity for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1992, October 1, 1993, October 1, 
1994, October 1, 1995, and October 1, 1996, are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$19,600,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $116,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$19,800,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $117,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$19,800,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $120,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$20,000,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guara ntee commit

ments, $123,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$20 > 400 I 000 1 000 • 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $126,400,000,000. 
(b) The Congress hereby determines and de

clares the appropriate levels of budget au
thority and budget outlays, and the appro
priate levels of new direct loan obligations 
and new primary loan guarantee commit
ments for fiscal years 1993 through 1997 for 
each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $274,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $287,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $289,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $287,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $292,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $287,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $295,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $291 ,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $300,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $297,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $11,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligat ions, 

$3,000,000,000. 
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $11,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $11,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,200,000,000: 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $12,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $12,600,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S18, 700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. · 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, S19,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, S20,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S20,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S5,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $300,000,000. 
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Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $300,000,000. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $21 ,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $22,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $23,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $22,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $24,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $25,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $24,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $6,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8, 700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $6,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $6,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $6,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $6,900,000,000. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $78,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $74,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $60,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 

(A) New budget authority, $42,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3, 700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $62,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $23,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $12,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $64,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$41,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$4,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $66,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$26,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$4,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $69,000,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $41,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $42,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,600,000,000. 
CC) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $43,200,000,000. 
CB) Outlays, $40,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $44,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
CA) New budget authority, $47,000,000,000. 
CB) Outlays, $40,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,100,000,000. 
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(C) New direct loan obligations, 

Sl,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S7,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

Sl,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, S400,000,000. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $55,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $50,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, Sl5,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $56,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $54,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S15,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $58,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $56,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S16,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $61,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $54,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S16,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $64,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $61,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $16,600,000,000. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $106,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $105,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $117,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $116,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $130,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $129,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $144,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $143,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $160,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $158,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $132,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $130,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $146,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, Sl44,800,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $163,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $161,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $183,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $180,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $204,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $201,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $201,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $197,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $210,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $207,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $219,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $218,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $234,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $229,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $251,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $242,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 

Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $22,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $20,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $20,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $20,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, S40,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $41,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $20,300,000,000. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(17) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
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Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(18) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $242,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $242,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $264,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $264,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $283,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $283,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $305,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $305,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $329,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $329,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(19) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, -$2,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$2,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, -$2,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -S2,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, -S2,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -S2,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, - $2,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$3,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -$3,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -S3,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, - S34,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$34,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, - $61 ,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$56,000,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, -$68,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$67,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$69,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$63,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -S72,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$61,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 

SENSE OF THE HOUSE 

SEC. 3. (a) If H.R. 3732 or similar legislation 
is not enacted into law before conferees on 
this resolution are appointed by the Speaker, 
it is the sense of the House that the follow
ing levels are appropriate for fiscal years 
1993 through 1997: 

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1993: $845,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $911,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $968,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,017,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: Sl,070,400,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the aggregate lev
els of Federal revenues should be increased 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1993: $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: $0. 

and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con
tributions Act revenues for hospital insur
ance within the recommended levels of Fed
eral revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1993: $85,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $91,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $96,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $102,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: S109,200,000,000. 
(2) The appropriate levels of total new 

budget authority are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1993: Sl,243,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: Sl,269,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: Sl,309,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: Sl,375,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: Sl,468,700,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1993: $1,236,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1,254,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,257,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,305,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,416,000,000,000. 
(4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol-

lows: 
Fiscal year 1993: $391,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $343,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $289,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $287,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $345,600,000,000. 
(5) The appropriate levels of the public 

debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1993: $4,470,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $4,871,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $5,220,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $5,563,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $5,960,500,000,000. 
(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal 

credit activity for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1992, October 1, 1993, October 1, 

1994, October l, 1995, and October 1, 1996, are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$19,300,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $116,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$19,500,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $117,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$19,500,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $120,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$19, 700,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $123,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$20,100,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $126,400,000,000. 
(b) If H.R. 3732 or similar legislation is not 

enacted into law before conferees on this res
olution are appointed by the Speaker, it is 
the sense of the House that the appropriate 
levels of budget authority and budget out
lays, and the appropriate levels of new direct 
loan obligations and new primary loan guar
antee commitments for fiscal years 1993 
through 1997 for each major functional cat
egory are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $274,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $287,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $289,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $287,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, so. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $292,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $287,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $295,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $291,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $300,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $297,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $11,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $11,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
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(A) New budget authority, $19,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $11,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $12,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $12,600,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S19,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, S6,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

S2,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,700,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, 
$2,400,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit
ments, $300,000,000. 

(5) Natural Resources and Environment 
(300): 

Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, S22,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S21,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $22,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, S23,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $22,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $24,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, Sl6,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8, 700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $6,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $6,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, Sl2,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $6,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $6,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, Sl3, -100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $6,900,000,000. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $78,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $74,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $60,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $42,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,500,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $62,500,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$13,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $64,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$41,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $66,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$26,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

S3,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $69,000,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $41,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $41,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $42,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S38,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $43,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $46,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, so. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S7,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $400,000,000. 
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Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $400,000,000. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $51,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $49,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $53,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $51,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15, 700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $54,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $52,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $16,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $57,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S50,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S16,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $60,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $57,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S16,600,000,000. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, Sl05,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $104,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, Sl16,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, Sl15,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D)' New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $128,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, Sl27,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $143,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, Sl41,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, Sl59,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $157,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $132,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $130,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $146,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $144,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $163,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $160,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $183,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $180,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $204,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $201,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $199,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $196,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $208,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $206,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $217,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $217,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. · 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, S231,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $227,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $248,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $240,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, S7,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, so. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, S7,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, Sl0,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, Sll,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S35,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

Sl,000,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, S22,100,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $20,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S20,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, S38,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S37,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $20,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $40,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S40,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S20,300,000,000. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, Sl6,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, Sl6,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, so. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, Sl7,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(17) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S13,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, S12,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, Sl3,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, Sl3,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, S14,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, Sl3,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(18) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, S242,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S241,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, S263,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S263,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, S283,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $283,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $304,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $304,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $329,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $329,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(19) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, - $2,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, -S4,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S4,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, -S4,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S4,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, - S4,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - S4,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -S4,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S4,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, - $34,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - S34,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, - $47,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - S44,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, -$53,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $52,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$53,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - S48,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -$56,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -S45,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
SEC. 4. The Committee strongly urges that 

measures to control the growth of health 
care costs be included by the committees of 
jurisdiction in any comprehensive health 
care package that they report. 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendments are 
in order except the amendments print
ed in House Report 102-451, which shall 
be considered in the order and manner 
specified in the report, shall be consid
ered as having been read and shall not 
be subject to amendment. If more than 
one amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is adopted, only the last amend
ment adopted shall be considered as 
having been finally adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole and reported 
back to the House. 

It shall be in order to consider the 
amendment or amendments provided 
for in section 305(a)(5) of the Congres
sional Budget Act of 1974 necessary to 
achieve mathematical consistency. 

At the conclusion of the consider
ation of the concurrent resolution for 
amendment, there shall be an addi
tional period of general debate, which 
shall be confined to the concurrent res
olution as amended, and which shall 
not exceed 1 hour, equally divided and 
controlled by the Chairman and rank
ing minority member on the Commit
tee on the Budget. 

D 1930 
It is now in order to consider amend

ment No. 1 printed in House Report 
102-451. 
AMMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 

OFFERED BY MR. DANNEMEYER 
Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. DANNEMEYER: 
1. AN AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB

STITUTE TO BE OFFERED BY REPRESENTA
TIVE DANNEMEYER OF CALIFORNIA, OR HIS 
DESIGNEE, DEBATABLE FOR NOT TO EXCEED 
30 MINUTES, EQUALLY DIVIDED AND CON
TROLLED BY THE PROPONENT OF THE AMEND
MENT AND A MEMBER OPPOSED THERETO 
Strike all after the resolving clause and in-

sert the following: 
RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 

SEC. 2. (a) The following budgetary levels 
are appropriate for the fiscal years beginning 

on October 1, 1992, October l, 1993, October 1, 
1994, October 1, 1995, and October l, 1996: 

(1) The recommended levels for Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1993: $845,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: S911,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: S968,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: Sl,017,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: Sl,070,400,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the aggregate lev
els of Federal revenues should be increased 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1993: $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: $0. 

and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con
tributions Act revenues for hospital insur
ance within the recommended levels of Fed
eral revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1993: $85,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: S91,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: S96,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: S102,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: S109,200,000,000. 
(2) The appropriate levels of total new 

budget authority are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1993: $1,221,341,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: Sl,202,954,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: Sl,214,440,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: Sl,233,795,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: Sl,272,681,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1993: Sl,182,910,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: Sl ,147,899,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: Sl,109,823,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: Sl,100,914,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: Sl,153,859,000,000. 
(4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol-

lows: 
Fiscal year 1993: - $337 ,610,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: - S236,599,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: -S141,723,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: -$83,114,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: - $83,459,000,000. 
(5) The appropriate levels of the public 

debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1993: S4,473,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: S4,877 ,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: S5,229,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: S5,574,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: S5,975,500,000,000. 
(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal 

credit activity for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1992, October 1, 1993, October 1, 
1994, October 1, 1995, and October 1, 1996, are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

S14,166,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, S107,895,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

SlO, 780,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, S43,030,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$10,445,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, S44,lll ,OOO,OOO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

Sl0,263,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, S42,850,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

Sl0,128,000,000. . 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, S43,624,000,000. 
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(b) The Congress hereby determines and de

clares the appropriate levels of budget au
thority and budget outlays, and the appro
priate levels of new direct loan obligations 
and new primary loan guarantee commit
ments for fiscal years 1993 through 1997 for 
each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1993: 

· (A) New budget authority, $280,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $289,213,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $275,278,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $275,875,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $269,411,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $263,176,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $262,733,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $251,021,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $257,278,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $239,650,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,464,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,016,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,860,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $10,320,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,464,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,016,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,464,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,016,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,464,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,016,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,464,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S13,016,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,404,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,584,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,752,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,916,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, Sl8,107,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,254,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, S18,469,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,599,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $,18,839,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,951,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,218,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,754,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,641,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $394,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,938,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,096,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,804,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $256,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, S4,533,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,187,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,952,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $267,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,640,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,850,000,000. 
(C) · New direct loan obligations, 

$2,258,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $276,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,312,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,769,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,209,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $285,000,000. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,966,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,522,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $36,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,623,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,907,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,150,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,321,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,162,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,622,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,880,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,937,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0. 

(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,931,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,303,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,192,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,201,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, Sl8,942,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,845,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$7,979,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,312,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,776,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S13,816,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$7 ,518,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,372,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,723,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,045,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$7,059,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,135,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,985,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,513,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$6,994,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,135,000,000. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $59,742,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $74,361,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$164,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $55,070,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,245,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,744,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $30,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, Sl,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,540,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$11,182,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $30,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,431,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$39,673,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $30,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, Sl,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,934,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -S24,260,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $30,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $40,855,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $33,296,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $4,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $41,384,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $33,986,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
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(A) New budget authority, S41,984,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,692,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, S42,825,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,412,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, S45,664,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,146,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, S7,378,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,018,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. 

Sl,258,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $363,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, S7,227,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,870,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, S7,342,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,927,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, S7,506,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,844,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, S7,598,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,023,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, S48,486,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S46,789,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S14,794,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, S47,562,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S46,517,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S15,201,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, S48,425,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S46,934,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S15,575,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, S49,335,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S43,429,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S15,902,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $50,492,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S48,473,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, Sl5,997,000,000. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1993: 

(A) New budget authority, $99,015,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $99,593,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S299,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $107,794,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $106,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $309,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $116,234,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $115,035,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S320,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $125,843,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, Sl24,506,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $331,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $135,999,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S135,089,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S342,000,000. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $127,575,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S125,987,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $136,207,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $134,524,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $145,941,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S143,566,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $156,847,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $154,273,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $169,211,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $166,009,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $231,005,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $191,448,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $3,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $237,785,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $199,803,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $3,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $249,228,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $209,272,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $3,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $261,635,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $217,634,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $3,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, S268,212,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $229,584,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $3,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,894,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,894,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,482,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,482,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,168,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S7,168,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,872,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,872,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,675,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,675,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,621,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,543,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,008,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,454,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,772,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,213,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$964,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,951,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,987,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,948,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$942,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $20,576,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,195,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,699,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$913,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $21,205,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $40,494,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,429,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$892,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $21,864,000,000. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,028,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,256,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,402,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,604,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,019,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, Sl4,955,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,382,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,290,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,762,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,619,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(17) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,609,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,983,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,454,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,958,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,793,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, so. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,020,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,762,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,352,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S12,706,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $217,140,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $217,140,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $205,118,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $205,118,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. · 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $204,427,000,000. 
CB) Outlays, $204,427,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $209,343,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $209,343,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $215,201,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $215,201,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(19) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, SO. 

(B) Outlays, $0. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, $0. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, SO. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, $0. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, $0. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, -$43,497,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$43,497,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, -$44,064,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $44,064,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, -$44,569,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $44,569,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$44,891,000,000 
(B) Outlays, -$44,891,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -$45,716,000,000 
(B) Outlays, -$45,716,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
SEC. 3. (a) It is the sense of Congress that 

the Department of the Treasury shall initi
ate a program to issue Treasury obligations 
that have an annual investment yield not ex
ceeding 2 per centum. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DANNE
MEYER] will be recognized for 15 min
utes and a Member opposed will be rec
ognized for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DANNEMEYER]. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this year. I made 
some comments earlier, but I think it 
is important for us to focus on just our 
stewardship of the Nation's fiscal af
fairs. We have never seen a year like 
this before. 

I came here in 1979, and we are now 
adding an extraordinary increase to 

the national debt this year of some $480 
billion. That is almost half a trillion. 

In fiscal year 1993, the year we are 
talking about, we are going to add, this 
is a moving target but the figure I have 
most recently is $409 billion. 

I am familiar with the proclivities of 
the 102d Congress, the current one. 
This institution, as it is organized 
today and was elected in November 
1990, as a body, has little, if any, inter
est in reducing any spending at all ex
cept for defense. Take a scalpel or a 
knife or a hatchet, beat up on defense 
and transfer the money to the social 
programs is the battle cry of the 102d 
Congress. I understand that. 

The reason I make that observation 
is that this Member, along with some 
of my colleagues, last year offered op
portunities to the House to just to re
strain the growth in the 13 appropria
tion bills that fund the Government for 
the year, and we got anywhere from 75 
to 125 votes to restrain the growth. 

This budget alternative that I offer 
to the House this evening has the low
est total of any of the alternatives that 
will be offered. It has $58.3 billion lower 
than the CBO baseline. It is $54 billion, 
approximately, lower than the Presi
dent's budget, and it is $59 billion lower 
than the Democrat alternative, plan B. 
And it achieves these reductions by the 
following changes in policy that other
wise exist. 

Defense is reduced by 5 percent each 
year through 1997. Foreign aid is cut by 
25 percent in 1993. That is likely to give 
some Members heartburn, not the tax
payers of the country. There is no con
stituency in America to continue for
eign aid. The only constituency that 
exists is in this institution. And also 
the bureaucrats that are expending the 
spending in the State Department, in 
the State Department and the other 
agencies that handle the money that is 
being expended in foreign aid. 

My alternative would cut foreign aid 
by 25 percent in 1993 from 1992 levels 
and would be frozen in the outyears. 
Domestic discretionary programs are 
frozen at 1992 levels for 1993 and al
lowed 2 percent annual growth there
after. 

Caps are placed on Medicare and 
Medicaid to curb escalating costs. This 
formula allows for projected bene
ficiary increase, plus inflation, plus an 
additional 2.5 percent. 

If we do not do something about cap
ping medical expenditures in Medicare 
and Medicaid, for example, in 1993, 
Medicaid spending is programmed to 
grow by 17 percent, 1993 over 1992. 
Under the cap that I am talking about 
here, the increase is limited to 11 per
cent. 

Medicaid, if we do not do something, 
is scheduled to grow by 11 percent, 1993 
over 1992. With these caps it would 
grow by 8 percent. 

My colleagues may ask, how can we 
restrain these increases to Medicare 
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and Medicaid? Well, one of the alter
natives that needs to take place by the 
Policy Committee would be mal
practice reform. We know that some 
estimates run as high as the total cost 
of medical spending in America in
cludes about 20 percent for malpractice 
insurance. Certainly we cannot cut 
that total out, but there is a need 
across this land to recognize that there 
needs to be a cap on compensatory and 
punitive damages. 

Our system today in the area of tort 
law is over-compensating any of us who 
are injured as a result of medical mal
practice, and the world knows this and 
Congress up until now has been unwill
ing to even address this issue. 

Another alternative that is in this 
plan is reducing the interests costs of 
maintaining our national debt. Bear in 
mind that the way we keep our books 
here in Congress, if people in the pri
vate sector did the same thing, the 
misrepresentation is so profound that 
if people in the private would use the 
same method of advising the stock
holders and the public of what the sta
tus in the area of interest on the debt 
is concerned, they probably would be 
prosecuted and, if found guilty, and go 
to jail. 

For example, we publish that the 
gross interest expense in this year that 
we are talking about in 1993 will be $241 
billion, when in fact the interest that 
we are paying on the outstanding debt 
is about $100 billion higher than that. 
And what is the rationale? 

Well, by some gimmick we say that 
the interest paid by the Treasury to 
the trust funds or the bonds held by the 
trust funds is reduced by the gross in
terest expense so as to establish what 
can be called the net interest expense. 
But at least when we increase the na
tional debt, that is when we pick . up 
that interest that the general fund 
pays on the bonds held by the trust 
funds. That is why the increase in the 
national debt, which to me is the true 
measure of the deficit, is always higher 
than what we claim the budget deficit 
to be. 

For instance, there will be talk this 
evening that the budget deficit totals 
some, for 1993, under the President's 
program, 329 billion. Under the CBO 
baseline the same figure, and the Dem
ocrat alternative plan B, 327. When in 
fact, when we include the interest that 
is paid by the general fund to the bonds 
held by the trust funds, that figure 
grows by another $100 billion, approxi
mately. 

So it is very, very important that we 
find ways of reforming how we finance 
our debt. 

Included in this plan that I am talk
ing about will be given an alternative 
option to the Treasury to issue zero 
coupon bonds or gold-backed bonds 
that I have been urging the House to 
adopt for a number of years. Right now 
the average cost of selling our national 

debt is about 7.5 percent. I think that a 
gold-backed bond could be sold at 2-
percent interest rate. And if sold at 
that interest rate, we can see that we 
would significantly reduce the interest 
cost expense. 

In pursuing this alternative in fiscal 
year 1993, we estimate that we would 
save about $24 billion in interest ex
pense and the savings in interest cost 
through 1997 would total $114 billion. 

D 1940 
This issuing of gold-backed bonds or 

zero coupon bonds is just one of the al
ternatives that I believe the House and 
the Congress should consider if we are 
able to achieve a reduction in spending 
for fiscal year 1993. Anyone who has 
served here for any number of years re
alizes how important reducing spend
ing for this year is, or for 1993, because 
the out years are markedly reduced 
when we are able to reduce spending in 
the current year. 

Also, another item, this talks about 
revenue from Outer Continental Shelf 
royalties to the Federal Government 
has declined significantly from the 
early 1980's, and as a premise of this 
budget resolution we expect an in
crease in those royalties. 

Let me also say what is not in this 
budget alternative. There is no in
crease in taxes in this alternative, no 
increase in fees. 

I come to this issue with a firm con
viction that we Americans are not 
undertaxed. Congress is spending too 
much money. We were taxing ourselves 
today at the rate of about 19.3 percent 
of GNP. That is an historic high in 
peacetime. The problem is we are 
spending at the rate of about 25.3 per
cent of GNP. That is also an historic 
high in peacetime. 

So these are the alternatives that I 
have included within this budget proc
ess. I want to say also that it does not 
touch Social Security. No increase that 
has been contemplated for the recipi
ents of Social Security would be ad
versely affected by this. It does not af
fect veterans' programs. They will go 
on as they are programmed to go on in 
the CBO base line. Nor does it alter 
anything to do with the retirement 
benefits, nor does it alter the entitle
ment programs that exist in our cur
rent spending stream. 

I wish someday Congress would have 
the courage to attack the excesses that 
exist in some of these areas, but up 
until now I have not seen any sense of 
achieving that. 

The Heritage Foundation recently 
produced a very astute analysis of 
total spending, and they have a list of 
recommendations of reductions in 
spending that could be achieved this 
year out of domestic discretionary to
taling between $50 and $60 billion if 
Congress has the guts to do it. I have 
not included those alternatives in 
there, although I would like to have 

done so. One day perhaps Congress will 
be organized in such a way that such 
recommendations will see the light of 
day and be implemented. 

I suggest to my colleagues in the 
House that, to quote a metaphor that 
is being used on the campaign trail 
today, "Someday we ought to wake up 
and smell the coffee." There is a lot of 
unrest around this Nation because of 
disgust by the American public of the 
stewardship of how we are handling the 
fiscal affairs of this Nation. It took us 
from 1789 to 1980 to get to the trillion 
dollar debt level, and between 1980 and 
today we have now breached the $3 tril
lion level, and by the end of this year 
we will pass the $4 trillion level. One 
wonders at what point will Members of 
Congress achieve a measure of dis
cipline to rein in this spending. 

Earlier in general debate I pointed 
out, which will be placed in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD, we are in this fis
cal mess not because we are spending 
too much on defense. Indeed, between 
1981 and 1991, growth in defense spend
ing in that 10-year period is up, is 
ninth in total programs by 73112 per
cent, and domestic spending is the en
gine that is driving this runaway 
spending here in the Congress of the 
United States, not defense spending. · 

I also compared the analysis of the 
President's budget request to the Con
gress for the years 1982 through 1990. In 
every year Congress appropriated more 
money than the President asked be 
spent. So Congress has a tendency, at 
least by some who argue around this 
place that the White House is at fault, 
we can change Presidents every year 
between now and the end of this cen
tury and we are not going to change 
spending habits until the Congress it
self has the courage to restrain what 
today in my judgment is runaway 
spending. 

So the buck stops here with my col
leagues, ·and I ask for their support of 
this modest alternative and reduction 
of spending by some $58.3 billion. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the gentleman's 
amendment, and I ask that I be grant
ed the time in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman 
from California opposed to the amend
ment? 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, this 
gentleman is. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California [Mr. PANETTA] for 15 min
utes. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Each year when we do the budget de
bate I look forward to the debate on 
the Dannemeyer substitute, and we are 
at that point. I also appreciate the sim
ple approach of the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DANNEMEYER]. I only 
wish that the world were that simple. 
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There are several areas of concern 

that I would just bring to the Members' 
attention. First is that the outlay 
freeze that is used by the gentleman is 
across the board, without any reference 
to whether programs work or do not 
work, whether they are needed or not 
needed, and the result, therefore, is an 
outlay freeze that strikes not just at 
programs like the WIC Program or low 
income housing, but at the FBI and at 
law enforcement and at drug enforce
ment and at all education programs, 
and in all programs that are important 
in terms of the health and welfare of 
citizens in our society. 

I just think if the freeze is to be ap
plied it ought to be applied to those 
programs that, frankly, do not 
produce. We have done that. Generally 
in the budget resolution of the commit
tee we have frozen discretionary spend
ing, except for those programs that we 
think are worthwhile and need to have 
an investment. 

D 1946 

Unfortunately, the Dannemeyer ap
proach does not take that approach. It 
freezes everything in outlays, including 
the most important law enforcement 
requirements that we have within our 
own society, as well as education, and 
job training and highways, et cetera. 

Second, the gentleman mentioned 
that it does not cut Social Security. He 
is very kind to Social Security recipi
ents, but I would also remind the elder
ly that what he does do on Medicare is 
to cut it three times as much as the 
President's budget. He would rec
ommend for 1993 a cut in Medicare of 
$4.3 billion, and in Medicaid a cut of 
about $3. 7 billion in 1993. I guess we 
could argue about the need to control 
costs in those areas, and I agree frank
ly with that effort. But I think it has 
to relate at least to doing something 
with regards to heal th care reform in 
this country as opposed to just slash
ing away at those programs and leav
ing the elderly and leaving the disabled 
without any kind of health care be
cause of what is very much an arbi
trary approach to those kinds of reduc
tions. 

An additional point is that it as
sumes large amounts of royalties that 
would result from the sale of new 
leases in the Outer Continental Shelf 
area. I know that the gentleman and I 
have some dispute over this issue over 
the years. But the problem I have with 
his proposal is that he would assume 30 
times, for 1993, 30 times the President's 
number with regard to receipts from 
the Outer Continental Shelf. That is a 
lot of drilling that has to take place 
within a very short period of time to be 
able to get 30 times the royalties that 
the President has proposed in that 
area. 

The last point I would make is he as
sumes about $24 billion in 1993 from the 
issuance of gold-backed or zero coupon 

bonds. The gentleman has always been 
associated with the principle that we 
ought to go back to the gold standard. 
The problem, obviously, with that ap
proach is not only the fact that that is 
not likely to happen under any admin
istration, but it is also the problem 
that when we do that it creates a tre
mendous amount of inflexibility. Far 
from stability, it produces tremendous 
fluctuations with our economy. And in 
addition to that, it makes us dependent 
on two countries for gold supply. One is 
South Africa and the other is the old 
Soviet Union, and those are two na
tions I would not call the most stable 
in the world at the present time. 

So, in summary, while I appreciate 
the imagination that has gone into this 
proposal, unfortunately it is not the 
way the real world operates. I think for 
that reason I would recommend Mem
bers vote against it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would point out to 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. PANETTA], chairman of 
the Budget Committee, that between 
1982 and 1992 spending for Medicare 
went up 167 percent, for Medicaid about 
212 percent. That is percentages. In dol
lar amount, in 1983 we spent $52.6 bil
lion for Medicare, in 1991 $104 billion. 
In Medicaid we spent $19 billion in 1983 
and $52 billion in 1991. 

I just ask a simple question: How 
long is it going to take before Congress 
recognizes that runaway cost increases 
of this magnitude, if we do not control 
them at some time, are going to 
threaten the very stability of the Medi
care trust fund? That is all I am say
ing. 

We presented the growth caps in the 
Budget Committee. That went, unfor
tunately down, I guess on a straight 
party-line vote. The wisdom on the 
Democrat side was lacking for some 
reason to restrain growth. Maybe some 
day. 

The time of the gentleman from Cal1-
f ornia [Mr. DANNEMEYER] has expired. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali
fornia. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, things change in the 
world. The gentleman may be surprised 
to know that the United States is the 
second largest producer of gold beyond 
the Soviet Union today. I do not know 
whether the gentleman has gone to the 
State of Nevada, but they are develop
ing a mine there that will give to the 
United States this status. Things are 
changing around the world in respect 
to that issue. 

On the revenue from offshore leasing, 
back in 1983 we got $12 billion a year 

from that, in the current year about $3 
billion. That is an increase of four 
times. 

To be honest, I would rather expand 
domestic production within this coun
try and off our shores than face a si tua
tion as we did a year ago when we had 
to send our men and women halfway 
around the world to fight on the sands 
of the Middle East to develop a re
source that some of us are unwilling to 
develop right here in our own back 
yard. 

So I think these are the reasons why 
this budget alternative makes sense, 
and I ask for an aye vote. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman, the 
procedure under which we consider the 1993 
budget resolution is a real reflection on the 
state of disorder in which we find our fiscal 
house. 

Tonight we will consider a budget resolution 
which purports to frame the more than $1.5 
trillion in spending decisions we will make over 
the next 8 months. It is a document that we 
have had available for review less than 24 
hours and it is one on which the Budget Com
mittee, which has the responsibility for bring
ing it before this House, couldn't even reach 
agreement. Instead, the document we con
sider today is really two 1993 budgets, each 
with different outlay estimates, different deficit 
figures, different estimates for spending on na
tional defense, and different spending on do
mestic programs. If you vote yes on this bill, 
are you supporting the so called plan A or 
plan B? 

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, we are only 
being allowed to consider three amendments 
to this august budget document. One, the 
Dannemeyer substitute which I rise to support, 
will only be allowed to be debated tonight for 
30 minutes. The second, the Gradison sub
stitute which I will also support and is based 
upon the budget submitted by President Bush, 
will only be allowed to be debated tonight for 
60 minutes. The third, the Congressional 
Black Caucus substitute which I will oppose, is 
given 8 hours of debate, more time than was 
given to the entire economic growth debate in 
the House last week. 

The ground rules alone under which we 
consider this legislation tonight is a continuing 
reflection of the unfairness and inconsistencies 
under which this House operates and which 
has contributed to the fiscal chaos before us. 

It is no wonder that later this year, the na
tional debt will soon pass the $4 trillion mark. 
The American people should be concerned to 
know that in the 1993 budget we debate, $315 
billion will be spent just to pay the interest on 
our national debt. This is the largest single 
item in the budget, exceeding the total amount 
paid to Social Security recipients and $34 bil
lion more than the total amount we will spend 
on our national defense. 

With these funds, the American people re
ceive no health-care coverage, our schools re
ceive no funds to hire new teachers, we are 
unable to build or improve our roads or 
bridges. These funds go only to pay the inter
est on a national debt that is the legacy of 
Congress' inability to balance Federal outlays 
and receipts. 

Of the 12 budgets submitted to the Con
gress by Presidents Reagan and Bush, they 
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had no choice but to request $2.6 trillion just 
to pay the interest on the national debt. This 
accounts for three-quarters of the increase in 
our national debt over that same period. 

These are staggering statistics because the 
interest we pay on the national debt is really 
the only item in this budget which is beyond 
the control of the President and Congress. It 
is completely driven by market conditions, es
pecially current interest rates. 

Consider that during 1991, the interest rate 
paid on Treasury securities ranged from 4.1 to 
6.3 percent. This is 3112 times less than the 
going rate for Treasury securities in 1981, the 
year President Reagan entered the White 
House. A return to these interest rates would 
drive our annual interest payment to more 
than $1 trillion per year. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the alter
native budget offered by my colleague from 
California, Mr. DANNEMEYER, because it is the 
only one of the four alternatives which offers 
a constructive solution to bringing under con
trol this fastest growing sector of the Federal 
budget. 

By authorizing the U.S. Treasury to refi
nance the national debt by issuing gold
backed or zero coupon bonds, we would save 
$23 billion in our 1993 interest payment and 
$114 billion over the next 5 years. 

The Dannemeyer substitute saves an addi
tional $3 billion in 1993 by reducing foreign aid 
payments by 25 percent and then freezing 
them at this reduced level over the following 
4-year period. At a time when our Nation is 
having to make difficult budget choices and 
when American businesses are finding credit 
tight, we must reduce our support for foreign 
nations and multilateral development banks 
who make no interest or very low interest rate 
loans to foreign businesses that end up com
peting against American firms. These funds 
often go to nations which rarely if ever support 
the best interests of our Nation. 

Although I do not agree with the minor re
duction in Medicare outlays recommended in 
this budget and will oppose any legislation to 
implement such a Medicare reduction, I be
lieve that overall, the Dannemeyer substitute 
is a far better product than the bill reported by 
the committee. It provides an innovative and 
responsible approach to reducing the Federal 
deficit and in fact would result in a budget sur
plus by fiscal year 1996. 

Mr. Chairman, it is too bad that the rule 
under which we consider this budget resolu
tion tonight did not give us more than 30 min
utes in which to debate this alternative budget. 
It is one which I believe would set our Nation 
on the course to achieve fiscal responsibility 
and one day soon a balanced Federal budget. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DANNEMEYER]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice , and there were-ayes 60, noes 344, 
not voting 30, as follows: 

Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barton 
Bennett 
Bliley 
Burton 
Callahan 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Edwards (OK) 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
A spin 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Darden 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 

[Roll No. 38] 

AYES---60 
Emerson 
Fields 
Gingrich 
Grandy 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Henry 
Holloway 
Hunter 
Inhofe 
Johnson (TX) 
Lewis (FL) 
Livingston 
McColl um 
McEwen 
Miller (OH) 
Moorhead 
Packard 
Penny 

NOES-344 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fa.seen 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 

Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ravenel 
Rohrabacher 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Shuster 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Thomas (WY) 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jantz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (WA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 

Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Pet erson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reed 

Brown 
Carr 
Clinger 
Coughlin 
Davis 
Dymally 
Flake 
Gaydos 
Gephardt 
Gordon 

Regula 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 

Stallings 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thornton 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING--30 
Hopkins 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Lehman (CA) 
Levine (CA) 
Marlenee 
Mc Dade 
Mrazek 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 

D 2016 

Owens (UT) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rostenkowski 
Russo 
Sav'age 
Smith (FL) 
Torres 
Weber 
Whitten 
Yates 

Messrs. FEIGHAN, FAZIO, RHODES, 
and COYNE, and Ms. WATERS changed 
their vote from "aye" to "no". 

Mr. SMITH of Texas and Mr. SHAYS 
changed their vote from "no" to "aye". 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 2, printed in 
House Report No. 102-451. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. GRADISON 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute made in order under the 
rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a Substitute 
offered by Mr. GRADISON: Strike out all after 
the resolving clause and insert in lieu there
of the following: 

That the budget for fiscal year 1993 is es
tablished, and the appropriate budgetary lev-
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els for fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997 
are hereby set forth. 

RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 

SEC. 2. (a) The following budgetary levels 
are appropriate for the fiscal years beginning 
on October l, 1992, October 1, 1993, October 1, 
1994, October 1, 1995, and October 1, 1996: 

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1993: $839,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $914,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $972,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: Sl,032,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: Sl,078,300,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the aggregate lev
els of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1993: - $3,655,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: -$1,851,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: -$4,326,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: - $4, 710,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: -$7,112,000,000. 

and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con
tributions Act revenues for hospital insur
ance within the recommended levels of Fed
eral revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1993: $86,498,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $92,592,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $98,070,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $104,374,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $110,598,000,000. 
(2) The appropriate levels of total new 

budget authority are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1993: $1,232,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1,253,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,315,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,359,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,436,200,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1993: $1,232,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1,232,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,277,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,329,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: Sl,403,400,000,000. 
(4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol-

lows: 
Fiscal year 1993: $392,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $318,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $305,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $296,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $325,100,000,000. 
(5) The appropriate levels of the public 

debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1993: $4,513,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $4,856,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $5,201,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $5,549,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $5,917,700,000,000. 
(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal 

credit activity for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1992, October 1, 1993, October 1, 
1994, October 1, 1995, and October 1, 1996, are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$17' 700,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $129, 700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: · 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

Sl 7 ,400,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $131,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$17 ,300,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $134,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$17 ,300,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $136, 700,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$17 ,200,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $139,700,000,000. 
(b) The Congress hereby determines and de

clares the appropriate levels of budget au
thority and budget outlays, and the appro
priate levels of new direct loan obligations 
and new primary loan guarantee commit
ments for fiscal years 1993 through 1997 for 
each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $281,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $291,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $281,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $283,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $284,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $283,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $285,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $286,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New ·primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $290,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $289,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $10,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $9,900,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,000,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1, 700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1, 700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $200,000,000. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays $19,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
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(A) New budget authority, $18,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8, 700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,()()(),000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,400,000,000 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $8,200,000,000. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $56,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $62,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $71,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $73,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $75,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$5,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$6,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $76,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -$4,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$9,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $77,700,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 

Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $41,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,500,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000.000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1 ,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $300,000,000. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $51,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $49,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $17,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $51,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $51,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $50,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $50,300,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $20, 700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $50,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $45,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $22,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $50,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $50,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $23,600,000,000. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $109,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $108,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $123,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $122,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $139,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $138,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $157,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $156,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $178,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $177,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $129,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $129,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $143,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $142,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $162,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $158,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $184,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $178,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $206,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $200,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $202,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $197,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
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Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $214,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $206,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $225,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $216,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $231,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $221,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $241,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $231,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, S7,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S7,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S21,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,000,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, 
S900,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $19,800,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,800,000,000. · 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S19,900,000,000. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, Sl5,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(17) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, S13,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S13,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, Sl3,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S13,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, S12,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(18) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $240,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $240,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $261,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $262,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, SO. 

Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $277,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $277,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $294,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $294,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority,.$310,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $310,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(19) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, -S500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, -Sl,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$7,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, - $4,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, $0. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, $0. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget Authority, -$35,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $35,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget Authority, -$33,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $33,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget Authority, -$34,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $34,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget Authority, -$36,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $36,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget Authority, -$36,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$36,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
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GRADISON] will be recognized for 30 
minutes and a Member opposed will be 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON]. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
again this evening to once again register my 
concern about the procedures under which we 
consider the 1993 budget resolution. 

We were allowed to only debate the first of 
three amendments to this bill for 30 minutes 
and now, we have been given just 60 minutes 
to debate the substitute amendment offered by 
my colleague from Ohio, Mr. GRADISON. His 
amendment reflects the budget submitted to 
Congress by the President, a budget which 
was developed over a period of months and 
which we are given just 1 hour to debate. 

Mr. Chairman, I would be the first to agree 
that there is probably no $1 .5 trillion budget on 
which we can agree on every item, but the 
budget submitted to the Congress in January 
by President Bush is one which responsibly 
reflects the current needs of our Nation and 
the current changing world scene. 

In the limited time we have tonight we 
should take a look at some of the very positive 
things that are included in this budget. It in
cludes a 15-percent increase in Federal sui:r 
port for our Nation's elementary, secondary, 
and vocational education programs and it in
creases by 22 percent the amount available 
for Pell grants for college students from low
and middle-income families. 

The amendment before us provides an addi
tional $2.8 billion for the Head Start Program, 
a 22-percent increase over the current year 
level, to help ensure that our Nation's children 
are ready to learn when they begin school. 

The President's budget also addresses the 
health needs of our Nation's children by in
creasing Federal funding for immunization pro
grams by 1 8 percent, by increasing support for 
infant mortality reduction programs by 17 per
cent, by increasing funds available for the 
woman, infants, and children nutritional assist
ance programs by 9 percent, by increasing 
community health care programs by 21 per
cent, and by increasing breast and cervical 
cancer screening programs for women by 24 
percent. 

In addition to providing for the needs of our 
children and families, the President's budget 
also looks forward to the future needs of our 
Nation by increasing the ability of the United 
States to remain the leader in the develoi:r 
ment of new technologies. The proposed 
record $76 billion increase in Federal basic re
search, applied research, energy research, 
biomedical research, defense research and 
development, technology transfer, and space 
exploration will expand our Nation's techno
logical base and will enable us to remain the 
world's leader in industrial development. 

Finally, the President's budget continues to 
fund our Nation's infrastructure needs, provid
ing a $10.2 billion, or 13-percent increase, for 
highway construction and rehabilitation, and a 
$2.7 billion, or 13 percent, increase for mod
ernizing our Nation's air traffic control system. 

The President would pay for these invest
ments in our future by answering the demands 

by the American people for reduced spending 
on our national defense. In 1993 alone, the 
President would reduce defense outlays by 
$16 billion. By continuing the standing down of 
our Nation's military that was begun in 1987, 
we will, under this plan, eliminate 780,000 ac
tive duty and Reserve positions and another 
230,000 civilian positions by 1997. 

The two budgets recommended to us by the 
House Budget Committee would eliminate an
other 235,000 active duty and reserve person
nel by 1997 and an untold number of civilian 
and private sector contractor positions. These 
are jobs, Mr. Speaker, that I do not believe 
our Nation can afford to lose right now, espe
cially as we continue to closely monitor evolv
ing events in the states of the former Soviet 
Union and the Middle East. As a member of 
the House Appropriations Subcommittee on 
National Defense, I am one Member that be
lieves we may be proceeding a bit too fast in 
downsizing our Nation's defense. Those are 
the decisions that we have made however, 
and as a result of the decisions we made in 
our committee last year which are being im
plemented right now, the Department of De
fense is losing 4,200 active duty, Reserve, 
and civilian personnel per week. The 1993 
level of defense spending by the President will 
increase this to 4,800 per week next year. 

To put this into perspective, my colleagues 
should consider the national concern that was 
raised last month when General Motors an
nounced the closing of a number of its auto 
manufacturing plants and the resulting layoff 
of 16,000 employees this year. These reduc
tions pale in comparison to the 16,000 jobs 
per month that will be lost each and every 
month this year throughout the Department of 
Defense. 

The General Motors announcement last 
month included a 4-year plan that would elimi
nate some 75,000 jobs. Yesterday in a hear
ing before our Appropriations Subcommittee 
on Defense, the Secretary of the Army in
formed our colleagues that the Army will lose 
75,000 personnel in this fiscal year alone. 

Mr. Chairman, it is the constitutional respon
sibility of every Member of this House to pro
vide for the defense of our Nation and that re
quires maintaining a ready, well trained, and 
weii equipped national defense that is able to 
respond to any threat to peace that may de
velop throughout the world. Witness after wit
ness that has come before our committee al
ready this year, from the Secretary of Defense 
and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
down to the Secretary of every service and 
the head of every major command, have al
ready testified that it will be increasingly dif
ficult for our Nation to retain a well-trained na
tional defense ready to respond to another 
mission to magnitude of Operation Desert 
Storm. Remember that the President's budget 
request assumes a decline in the outlay of 
real Federal dollars for national defense in 
each of the next 5 years. 

For those who say that the savings from fur
ther reductions in defense spending will create 
more jobs, I say what about 600 jobs that will 
be lost every day in the Department of De
fense. What about the untold thousands of 
jobs that will be lost every day in the private 
sector as we close down our nation's industrial 
base piece by piece. In every case, these are 

skilled workers who will have to be retrained 
and reeducated if they are to find employment. 
These thousands and thousands of Americans 
will be forced to reenter the job market we all 
readily acknowledge has far too many job 
seekers and far too few job openings. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to reiterate 
that I do not agree with every item included in 
President Bush's 1993 budget request. Most 
notably, I do not agree with the emphasis that 
has been placed upon reductions in the Medi
care Program and I would oppose any legisla
tion that would implement any reduction in 
Medicare benefits for older Americans. I espe
cially am concerned about the proposal to 
make Medicare a means tested program for 
the first time by establishing a monthly pre
mium schedule based upon a family or individ
ual's income. 

My concerns about Medicare aside, the 
budget submitted to us by President Bush is 
a more responsible Federal budget than that 
recommended to us by the House Budget 
Committee. It is a budget that provides for the 
minimum acceptable requirements for our na
tional security. Any further reductions threaten 
our ability to defend ourselves and preserve 
the peace. 

Mr. Chairman, if President Bush had stood 
before this Congress and the American people 
on January 28 and presented in his State of 
the Union Address, and in his budget released 
the following day, a plan A and a plan B, he 
would have been ridiculed by the majority 
leadership and Members of this House. How
ever, that is just what the majority party has 
presented us with this evening. 

Given more time to debate the budget this 
week, and more importantly, given the oppor
tunity to freely and openly off er amendments 
to the budgets under consideration, we might 
have had an ability to develop a single budget 
which could be confidently approved by a 
large majority of our colleagues from both 
sides of the aisle. 

Unfortunately, as is increasingly the case in 
this the people's House, we are given an ei
ther/or choice tonight without having the bene
fit to modify either budget proposal. Under 
these ground rules, the budget submitted to 
the Congress by President Bush is clearly the 
best of the limited choices available to us this 
evening. It is in our best national interest and 
should be approved by our colleagues this 
evening. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH]. 

(Mrs. VUCANOVICH asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, today I 
rise in support of the President's budget for a 
number of reasons. Chief among these is its 
reliance on the 1990 Budget Enforcement Act 
that was passed in this House 1112 years ago. 
Additionally, the President proposes prudent 
cuts in the Department of Defense, thereby re
alizing a sound peace dividend, and wise 
choices in increasing funding for important 
programs for the welfare of our families. 

Under the budget agreement caps, the 
President proposes to aid our families by in
creasing funding for housing programs under 
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HOPE grants; enterprise zones; education, in
cluding a 27-percent increase in Head Start 
and a 22-percent increase in Pell grants; 
WIG-women, infants, and children-HIV/ 
AIDS research; breast and cervical cancer 
screening; investment in research and devel
opment; and transportation and infrastructure 
funding. 

Mr. Chairman, though for these reasons I in
tend to vote for the President's budget as a 
whole, I wish to raise my objection to the pro
posal to establish a $100 holding fee for each 
mining claim of record with the Bureau of 
Land Management. As was the case last year, 
the authorizing subcommittee of jurisdiction, 
upon which I also serve, firmly opposes this 
new fee. The report of the Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee to the Committee on the 
Budget recommends that this fee not be 
adopted. 

The mining law of 1872, as amended, is 
working well in my State and throughout the 
West. The reports in the media that the law is 
the source of abuses of the land and the give
away of the public's resources are grossly 
misleading. But, whatever your views may be 
at this stage of the debate over the fate of the 
mining law itself, I urge my colleagues to re
sist the administration's siren song of $97 mil
lion in Federal revenues to be generated by 
this proposal. While the magnitude of this new 
revenue source is indeed tempting, the reality 
is that there is absolutely no evidence that 
anything like that amount of revenue would be 
forthcoming. 

Neither BLM Director Jamison, nor Budget 
Director Darman has been able to provide me 
with an analysis of the elastic response that 
imposition of this tax would have upon miners. 
A State of Nevada official estimates that fully 
half of all mining claims in my State would be 
relinquished if the money that would have 
been spent upon developing the mineral de
posit within a claim had to be sent to Wash
ington instead. How will this further our need 
to develop the Nation's mineral resources in 
an environmentally sound manner? 

Furthermore, the administration fails to rec
ognize the argument that equity demands that 
if a new fee is to be collected from hardrock 
miners on the public lands that the States 
within which their claims are located should 
receive half the revenue, as is the case with 
other mineral commodities. In sum, the 
amount of moneys that could reasonably be 
expected to accrue to the General Fund of the 
Treasury under this proposal are likely to be 
only one-fourth that estimated, or perhaps $20 
million. 

Mr. Chairman, I trust my colleagues will 
agree that this amount of revenue is not worth 
upsetting the existing balance between individ
ual prospectors, small mining companies, and 
multinational mining corporations in the busi
ness of finding and producing strategic and 
critical minerals. The effect of a $100 per 
claim holding fee would be felt inordinately by 
the small miners least able to afford the cash 
flow drain that a regressive tax such as this 
represents. Our country still needs its individ
ual prospectors and miners. Big business, like 
big government, is often too bureaucratic to 
take the risks that individuals do to discover 
our Nation's mineral endowment. As such, I 
strongly oppose the administration's mining 
claim holding fee proposal. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Republican lead
er, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MICHEL]. 

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of the President's budget. It has one 
overriding virtue that sets it apart 
from the let's pretend budget that our 
friends on the Democratic side of the 
aisle are offering. 

As a matter of fact, the President's 
budget is a real budget. It is a budget 
supported by a 2-inch thick document 
setting forth in line i tern detail what 
the President proposes for each Federal 
program. Mr. Chairman, it is substan
tial, it is detailed, it is specific, it is 
rooted in economic reality and geared 
toward economic possibilities. 

Of course, the detailed budget opens 
up the President to criticism. You 
know, it is not all sweetness and light 
out there when you are trying to put 
together the difficult figures and have 
them add up and still attempt to make 
everybody happy. It is an impossibil
ity. Everyone can find one thing or an
other in that document that he or she 
would like to change. 

I found things in there that, quite 
frankly, I cannot, as an individual 
item, be very, very enthused about or 
supportive of. I would have a few sug
gestions of my own to make if it were 
up to me. But we are talking about 
putting together something that has to 
cover a wide range of subjects that 
touches each and every one of us, some 
on the plus side, some on the minus 
side. 

But what we are debating and voting 
on today is a budget resolution that 
sets some binding limits on the Con
gress. It does not change any laws per 
se . We are simply deciding on the di
rection we would like to take as an ad
ministration and as a country. 

The detailed President's budget is 
translated into overall limits, and that 
is what we are voting on today. 

The Democrats, of course, are not re
quired to offer all that many details. 
So they offer us a document that looks 
as if it were created by a collaboration 
among Goody Two Shoes, the Tooth 
Fairy, and Pollyanna. It is a virtual 
garden of budgetary delights. There are 
no hard choices being made. There is 
increased domestic spending for many. 

This is yet another sign of a once
great party sliding inexorably into eco
nomic fantasyland. The President's 
budget on the other hand is rooted in 
realities. 

Mr. Chairman, let us look at what it 
does offer, very briefly. 

First, it maintains the budget dis
cipline which we imposed upon our
selves just l1/2 years ago and which I 
understand a number of the Members 
on the Democratic side, particularly, 
would just as soon abandon altogether 
this time around or within a few days 

when we get to discussing whether or 
not to break down the fire walls. 

No. 2, it assumes the short-term eco
nomic stimulus package we voted on 
last week. We do not disavow our tax 
bill of last week as the Democrats do in 
their measure. 

No. 3, it assumes additional defense 
reductions equal to $50 billion over the 
next 5 years, recognizing that we have 
won the cold war. 

But any deeper cuts will jeopardize 
our national security interests and will 
require more drastic personnel cuts, 
conceivably 300,000 further reductions 
in active personnel if you go as low as 
the Democratic budget would. 

Fourth, it assumes a domestic discre
tionary spending freeze at last year's 
level. Within this overall freeze there 
are 246 programs that would be termi
nated. Now, I suspect if you looked at 
all 246 and asked each one of the indi
vidual Members on my side or your 
side over there, someone would be 
against terminating anyone of those 
programs. But the President has to 
make some tough choices around here. 

There have been those of us who have 
said we do not want to raise taxes. So, 
why do we not eliminate obsolete pro
grams as an offset? That is what the 
President is proposing, 246 of them to 
accomplish that. 

Surely everyone will agree there are 
those programs that have outlived 
their usefulness. 

Furthermore, 84 programs are re
duced and, yes, there are even some 
programs, such as certain education 
programs and Head Start, which merit 
an increase under this budget. 

And finally, it assumes spending re
forms and controls for certain entitle
ment programs which continue to grow 
uncontrolled on automatic pilot. These 
reforms do not, I would emphasize, 
touch the Social Security program. 

The President's budget proposes that 
upper income individuals not receive 
the generous Federal subsidies in cer
tain programs which they now receive. 

I think all of us sometime or other, 
as we consider heal th care proposals 
and other proposals, .we are going to 
have to give serious consideration to 
that proposition. Yes, with our pay 
raise we find ourselves personally as 
Members of the Congress in that par
ticular category. 

I have said in my own case, for exam
ple, here I am of age and eligible for 
Medicare , so why is it necessary for the 
Federal Government to be subsidizing 
my Medicare premium in my income 
level to the tune of 75 percent? 

D 2025 
No wonder we are going broke. There 

ought to be some changes. 
Mr. Chairman, it also proposes to cap 

certain entitlement programs at a 
level equal to inflation, case load 
growth, plus 21/2 percent. Controls on 
the spiraling costs of many Govern
ment programs must be dealt with. 
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Now I ask my colleagues, Mr. Chair

man, to not be seduced by the siren 
call of the Democrats' budget fantasy. 
I think it is time to vote for real 
choices in the real world of choice and 
responsibility. I am going to certainly 
support the President's budget and 
would ask my colleagues to join me in 
voting for the responsible budget that 
has been submitted by the President. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
GRADISON). 

The CHA.IRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. PANETTA] is recog
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I have not checked 
the wires lately, but I assume that the 
President still supports the budget 
that he offered the House of Represent
atives and has not apologized for it. 
The problem that we have had over the 
last few weeks is that the President, 
during the course of this campaign, has 
virtually apologized for every decision, 
economic decision, that he has made in 
the course of his administration. He 
has apologized for not being aware of 
the recession. He has apologized for the 
people that have been hurt by the re
cession. And yesterday he apologized 
for the very budget agreement that he 
has defended, and he apologized for it, 
not because it is wrong, but because it 
caused him political grief, political 
grief . . So, I am not sure where the 
President stands anymore, whether 
this represents his budget or whether it 
does not, but the problem I have is that 
the budget he has presented represents 
a budget that reflects the kind of indi
rection that we have received from the 
President over the course of the last 
few months in particular. 

Mr. Chairman, this budget walks 
backward instead of forward. If there is 
anything that we are reaping today, we 
are reaping high deficits, we are reap
ing people who are incurring pain with
in our own society. Why? Because we 
are reaping the whirlwind of the 1980's. 

What this budget says is: "Let's go 
back and repeat those same policies," 
and so what does it do? First thing it 
does is it says we abide by the budget. 
Baloney. It is full of gimmicks, and, by 
the way, that is not my term. That is 
the term of the distinguished Secretary 
of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development who said the budg
et is full of gimmicks, and it is. 

Mr. Chairman, the worst gimmick of 
all is this idea of accrual accounting 
where he says what we are going to do 
is reach into the future, grab assets in 
the future, bring them to the present 
and then spend them. He reaches for 
$38 billion in phony assets, brings them 
to the present, and then spends them. 
Is that budget discipline? Is that adher
ing to the budget agreement? That is 
the kind of phony gimmickry that we 

saw in the 1980's, and it is repeated in 
this budget, and, if my colleagues vote 
for that, they are voting for that kind 
of gimmickry. 

Second, Mr. Chairman, it is filled 
with the basic unfairness that has been 
repeated in budget after budget, unfair
ness that affects people who are the 
most vulnerable in our society, the el
derly. There is a $14 billion Medicare 
cut that is part of this budget, and so 
I say to my colleagues, "If you're for 
that, vote for the President's budget." 

Veterans: cut $3.5 billion over 5 
years, and I say to my colleagues, "If 
you're for veterans cuts, if you're for 
cutting those who are returning from 
the Persian Gulf so they can get fewer 
benefits, vote for the President's budg
et.'' 

Civil service: cut $5.5 billion. In
creased contributions to retirement, a 
3-month delay in pay. I say to my col
leagues, "If you're for that kind of ar
bitrary punishment aimed at one 
group, those who try to serve the gov
ernment and try to assist people with 
their benefits, then vote for the Presi
dent's budget." 

It cuts mass transit, it cuts higher 
education, it cuts programs that affect 
people, and so I say to my colleagues, 
"If you're for those cuts, vote for the 
President's budget." 

Incidentally, my colleagues, do not 
forget that the President's budget as
sumes increased revenues. The only 
way he was able to balance the tax cuts 
is by putting in tax increases. So, if my 
colleagues vote for the President's 
budget, they are voting to tax credit 
unions, they are voting to tax security 
inventories, they are voting to tax pub
lic employees on Medicare, and they 
are voting to tax annuities. 

This is not a read-my-lips budget, 
and I say to my colleagues, "If you're 
voting for the budget, you're voting for 
those tax increases.'' 

Third, I think the President missed a 
fundamental opportunity to look at 
the changes in the world and to say 
that now is the time to try to reorder 
our priorities and focus on our econ
omy, focus on growth, focus on jobs 
within our own society. That is what 
the debate that is going on in the cam
paign is all about. It is people saying 
that it is time to focus on the needs 
within our own society. The President 
missed that opportunity, and the budg
et reflects that. 

We all know that the American 
dream is in danger today, the dream 
that says our children can have a bet
ter life. Ask any family whether they 
think their kids are going to be able to 
have a better life, and my colleagues 
know what the answer is. If we are 
going to restore that dream, we have 
got to walk to the future, not to the 
past. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to my col
leagues, "If you vote for the Presi
dent's budget, you are walking to the 

past and to the failed policies of the 
past. If you're voting for the future, 
you will vote for the resolution that 
has been proposed by the committee." 

Vote against the President's resolu
tion. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON]. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong opposition to House Con
current Resolution 287-the Budget 
Committee's calculated effort not to 
provide any useful guidance to the 
House. I'm reminded as I read through 
this budget resolution, of the old say
ing that, "if you don't know where 
you're going, any road will take you 
there." It appears that the Budget 
Committee does not know where it is 
going, so they've taken every road on 
the map. 

I find it interesting that the defense 
cut is one of the few consistencies that 
does exist in both plan A and plan B of 
this schizophrenic resolution. Under 
both plans, the Budget Committee pro
poses a budget authority cut in fiscal 
year 1993 of $7 .6 billion and an outlay 
cut of $5.2 billion from the President's 
fiscal year 1993 budget. 

The first point I'd make is that once 
you sift through all the smoke and 
mirrors, the real fiscal year 1993 de
fense outlay cut will be on the order of 
at least $8 to $10 billion off the Presi
dent's budget. For example, the Budget 
Committee calls for a $1 billion eco
nomic conversion package to be funded 
out of defense-but they haven't count
ed it against the totals. Likewise, the 
President's budget assumed $2 billion 
in outlay savings in fiscal year 1993 as 
a result of a forthcoming package of 
rescissions. If Congress rejects the re
scissions, you can add another $2 bil
lion to the Budget Committee's rec
ommended outlay cut. There are many 
such hidden cuts to defense that the 
Budget Committee has failed to adver
tise. 

The second point I'd like to make is 
that while this budget resolution pre
tends to be a 5-year plan, the Budget 
Committee has included baseline out 
year defense numbers that are mean
ingles&-numbers that fail to take even 
the President's proposed $50 billion in 
defense cuts into account. What we all 
know, although the Budget Committee 
has tried unsuccessfully to cover it up, 
is that the fiscal year 1993 defense cuts 
being proposed represent a downpay
rrient on a package of cuts that go from 
$48 to $165 billion deeper in the next 5 
years than the President's reductions. 
Once again, smoke and mirrors have 
been substituted for hard choices. 

The third point I'd make is a tech
nical one-but one that has overwhelm
ing human implications. All of my col
leagues need to understand that the re
lationship between the proposed budget 
authority and outlay cuts determine 
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where and how the defense committees 
can actually cut. The outlay cut being 
proposed by the Budget committee is 
so high relative to the proposed budget 
authority cut, there are only two 
places we can look-readiness and per
sonnel. 

I wonder how many of my colleagues 
realize that today, as we debate, the 
Department of Defense is laying off ap
proximately 4,200 people a week. Or 
how many know that under the Presi
dent's fiscal year 1993 Defense budget, 
before considering any additional con
gressional cuts, this number ap
proaches almost 5,000 a week? How 
many know that the Army will lay-off 
75,000 people in just 11 months this 
year-more than General Motors will 
lose in 4 years? These numbers don't 
include the tens of thousands of jobs 
being lost in the private sector as a re
sult of the currently programmed de
fense cuts. 

Despite the rapid down-sizing the De
partment of Defense is undertaking, 
and despite the massive upheaval al
ready impacting the defense industry, 
the Budget Committee wants to more 
than double the President's fiscal year 
1993 defense cuts-and by the technical 
nature of their numbers, they are di
recting the defense committees to lay 
off more people. It looks more like a 
cold slap in the face than a "peace divi
dend" to me. 

Many of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle will assure us that the 
funding for so-called economic conver
sion will ease the dislocation caused by 
the massive defense cuts being pro
posed. It's ironic to note that the 
Budget Committee is proposing to dou
ble the President's defense cuts and lay 
off tens of thousands of additional peo
ple in order to pay for an economic 
conversion program that their cuts 
caused in the first place. Oh and don't 
forget-its all being done in the name 
of helping the economy. 

The list of indicators of just how 
much pain the on-going build-down is 
causing is as long as my arm. The level 
of cuts to defense proposed by the 
Budget Committee, on top of the Presi
dent's already ambitious cuts, threaten 
to unravel the finest military force 
this country has ever fielded. A force 
that has taken a generation to build 
could be destroyed almost overnight. 

Like the overall resolution it has 
presented to the House, the Budget 
Committee's 5-year defense plan is no 
plan at all. Like the tax bill, it is noth
ing more than election year partisan 
politics. I have to ask myself: How are 
we supposed to legislate based on a 
road map that is this confused? How 
are we supposed to develop a consensus 
on a budget when the membership is 
given political posturing when it asks 
for clear direction? 

I urge all my colleagues to vote 
"yes" on the Gradison substitute and 
"no" on final passage of House Concur
rent Resolution 287. 

D 2035 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. SLATTERY]. 

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Chairman, I 
just want to call my colleagues' atten
tion to one basic fact in the President's 
budget that I find absolutely unbeliev
able. I say to my friends they might be 
interested to know that the President 
of the United States, our Nation's chief 
executive officer, a man who holds 
himself out as being a fiscally conserv
ative Republican manager of our Gov
ernment, is asking this Congress to run 
up $751 billion in new debt in the next 
2 years. That is more new debt, Mr. 
Chairman, than this country accumu
lated between George Washington and 
the last year of the Carter administra
tion. 

Let me say that again. We are going 
to accumulate more new debt if we fol
low the President's recommendations, 
in the next 2 years than this Govern
ment accumulated in the first 200 years 
of this Republic, that is, if we follow 
the President's recommendations. 

As far as I am concerned, this is an 
absolutely ridiculous budget. It is an 
immoral budget. It is fiscally irrespon
sible, and I cannot believe that a Re
publican President of the United 
States, one who would like to consider 
himself to be fiscally conservative, 
would ask the Congress to approve a 
budget like this. It is unbelievable. We 
would be adding $751 billion in new 
debt in the next 2 years; that is more 
debt than this Nation accumulated in 
its first 200 years. It is unbelievable. 

Mr. Chairman, I vote "no." 
Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think it 
comes in very good grace after the ac
tion of the House last week and the ac
tion contemplated this week for these 
sanctimonious and partisan statements 
about who is incurring debt. 

Last week this House, I think 
unadvisedly, approved a tax bill which 
would require incurring an additional 
$30 billion of debt during the current 
year and the fiscal year alone to pay 
for a temporary tax cut, and this week 
under plan A we are talking about 
going out and borrowing another $7 bil
lion, or $8 or $9 billion on top of that. 

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to yield 2 
minutes to my colleague, the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE], a 
member of the Committee on the Budg
et. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, tomorrow I will have 
some more general things to say about 
the topic of the budget we are consider
ing, but this evening I rise in support 
of the Gradison substitute, and I want 
to focus just for a moment on the de
fense figures. 

My colleague, the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON], talked about 

the problems that are in the budget 
resolution that has been offered by the 
Committee on the Budget. The problem 
we have here ironically is that under 
the Budget Act that we are required to 
follow, the Republican alternative, the 
President's alternative, will take more 
out of defense over the next 5 years. 
The reason for that is that the Budget 
Committee majority has come up with 
a $14 billion cut this year but then 
completely abdicates its responsibility 
in the 4 outlying years after that. That 
is in violation of the Budget Act, which 
requires that you submit a budget for 5 
years, but they cannot decide whether 
we are going to Option A, B, C, and D. 
Remember, we cannot even decide 
whether we are going to take down the 
caps or not. So we have two permuta
tions, and we have four permutations 
on top of that. So far we have a total 
of eight possible budget permutations 
we are talking about. 

But under the plan of 5 years, under 
the budget we would be voting on, of
fered by the Budget Committee major
ity, a total of $14 billion would be re
duced in defense spending, whereas the 
President's budget would reduce de
fense spending by $43.4 billion over 5 
years, because it carefully assumes 
what we are going to reduce this year 
in a prudent fashion and then follows it 
through in the next 4 outlying years. 

Furthermore, what are we going to 
get for that $14 billion cut that is being 
proposed by the majority in this first 
year? We do not know. Are we going to 
get option A, which takes down six di
visions in the Army and heaven knows 
how many ships in the Navy and how 
many air wings? Are we going to get 
option B, option C, or are we going to 
get option D? We do not know because 
they cannot decide. They really do not 
know, so we are going to punt on this. 
They have a responsibility to tell us 
what will be scrapped, what kind of 
units we will have left, and what units 
they are going to take out. But we do 
not know that. 

For every $2 billion we cut out of de
fense spending, we are going to lose 
about 60,000 personnel, and that is on 
top of what is already being cut now. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the Members to 
reject the budget resolution submitted 
by the majority. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. DORGAN]. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, my friend, the gentleman 
from Ohio, referred to my friend, the 
gentleman from Kansas, as sanctimo
nious when he described the deficits. I 
know he did not mean that in an un
kind way, but let me, without appear
ing to be sanctimonious or intending to 
be, describe these deficits in some de
tail. 

This is the 9- or 10-pound booklet 
sent to us by the President. It is the 
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President's fiscal plan for this coun
try's future. It is not submitted by Mil
lard Fillmore or by Jimmy Carter. It is 
submitted by this President, who is 
saying, "This is my plan." 

I would like the Members to turn to 
page 25 when they want to look at fis
cal policy and the results of spending 
and taxing. On page 25, for this year 
and the coming 5 years, if you do not 
include social security surpluses and 
improperly use them to reduce the 
budget deficit-and you should not-
here is what you have: You have $473 
billion in projected deficits this year, 
and then in the coming 5 years, deficits 
that total $2.21 trillion, an average of 
$366 billion a year in deficits, this year 
and each year for the coming 5 years. 

This fiscal policy says, "Let's spend 
$1 billion a day, 7 days a week, 52 
weeks a year, for 6 straight years, $1 
billion a day that we don't have." 

Now, that is a reckless, dangerous, 
and irresponsible fiscal policy, in my 
judgment, submitted by someone who 
says he is a conservative. This is not a 
budget from a conservative. These are 
the largest budget deficits in the his
tory of this country. This will, in my 
judgment, impose a crushing burden on 
the shoulders of the people of this 
country. What this says is we should 
spend money we do not have and 
charge it to our kids and our 
grandkids, and that is something this 
country cannot afford. 

D 2045 
Somehow, some way, someone must 

stand up to start putting a stop to it. 
Now is the time. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, has 
the gentleman looked at the deficits 
that the gentleman is proposing? 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, of course I have. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, are 
they any different than the numbers of 
the President? 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, as a matter of fact, they are 
lower. But I do not like that as well. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH], the distin
guished Republican whip. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I lis
tened with great interest to my distin
guished colleague from North Dakota 
[Mr. DORGAN], who talked about a reck
less, dangerous, and irresponsible pol
icy. 

Now, I think it is fascinating if you 
notice what the Democratic leadership 
budget is like, to talk about reckless, 
dangerous, and irresponsible. 

We have as I understand it in the 
very same document an opportunity to 
vote for both plan A and plan B. so that 

later on, if we cannot pass plan A when 
it finally comes to the floor next week, 
we will automatically go to plan B. But 
all the Members will be able to go 
home, and those who want to can claim 
they voted for plan A and they are 
sorry it did not get implemented, and 
those who want to can claim they 
voted for plan B, apparently because 
the Democrats could not figure out 
how to get a majority for either plan A 
orB. 

So let us start with how one gets to 
a reckless, dangerous, and irresponsible 
environment. 

I would say, by the way, that I be
lieve the current situation is a mess. I 
think the deficit is a mass, I think the 
welfare state we are trying to pay for 
is a mass, I think Pentagon procure
ment is a mess. I think there is more 
than enough blame to go around. 

But it was sort of fascinating. I un
derstand some of our friends, including 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on the Budget, were concerned 
about the evolution in the President's 
thinking. 

Now, quoting from today's Washing
ton Post, the President said, "I 
thought that one compromise would re
sult in no more tax increases. I 
thought it would result in total control 
of domestic spending. And now we see 
Congress talking about raising taxes 
again. Given that," he said, "the agree
ment was a mistake." 

Now, let me say that I voted against 
the 1990 budget agreement. I sat 
through the budget sessions. I thought 
at the time it would be destructive. I 
was confident and said publicly I was 
confident the Democratic leadership 
could not possibly keep their word for 
more than a year, and they have not. 

What have we got? Last week, having 
been asked by the President to cut 
taxes, the Democrats pass a tax in
crease. 

This week, having been asked by the 
President as part of a solemn deal, 
break your word to the American peo
ple and we will keep firewalls for years 
to come, Mr. President. Give us this 
money for our welfare state and our 
pork barrel and our discretionary 
spending, and we will protect defense 
and we will keep our word to you. You 
can trust us, Mr. President. 

And what does the Democratic lead
ership bring to the floor? It cannot 
even break its word in dignity. It is 
bringing to the floor a dual budget. 
Budget A will break our word if we can 
find the votes on the floor. Budget B 
will keep our word if we do not have 
the votes on the floor. 

Notice, not a decision, but an abdica
tion to see what the vote will be. No
tice also, the Democratic leadership 
could have scheduled the bill of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CON
YERS] first. We could have found an up 
or down vote on the floor. We could 
have found out whether or not you can 
in fact deliver on plan A. 

But instead, we have this neat little 
minuet. First we pass the multiple 
choice Democratic budget, a profile in 
courage. Then later we will see wheth
er or not one of the two multiple 
choices will work. All this, of course, 
in the name of a bigger welfare state, 
more spending by Government, a larger 
bureaucracy, and higher taxes. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to my good 
friend from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I would just ask, I assume 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING
RICH] has read the budget? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I have 
looked at it. The gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] has not 
read the budget and I have not read the 
budget. There is not a Member here 
who has read every word of that book, 
and the gentleman knows it. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, but the important page that 
describes what the budget deficits are, 
the important page that describes what 
kind of deficits we are projecting, does 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING
RICH] dispute that we are talking about 
$2.21 trillion in additional debt pro
jected between now and 1997? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, the deficit projec
tions have been so consistently wrong 
on both sides by CBO and OMB, I will 
be glad to stipulate that. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. If the 
gentleman will yield further, that was 
the only point I was trying to make to 
this Chamber. This is a book which 
says we propose to add $2.21 trillion to 
the Federal deficit. In my judgment 
that is an outrageous fiscal policy. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I agree with the 
gentleman. I think it is outrageous. I 
think this budget is not at all what I 
would like to see us get to. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I would ask the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH], we are 
both going to vote against this, is that 
correct? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, no. I 
think it is better than the multiple 
choice game you are going to play to
morrow. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. So 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING
RICH] is going to vote for something 
outrageous? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, it is the least bad 
offer we have right now. I say that in 
all honesty. Again, in the tradition of 
Massachusetts, I think it is useful to 
have people who are willing to be can
did. 

This is not what I would like to do, 
but I think it is the least bad realistic 
single budget, not multiple choice, not 
lollipops and Santa Claus. You take 
your choice, which do you want? Plan 
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A I guess is lollipop, and plan B is 
Santa Claus. 
It is the only single budget realistic 

that is on the floor in the next 2 days. 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 

Chairman, if the gentleman will yield 
further, let me say I will ask the same 
questions on the Democratic budget as 
well, because the deficits are too high, 
but they are lower than this. These 
deficits in my judgment are crippling 
this country's future. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I had simply wanted 
to point out that the previous speaker 
had gotten most of the way through his 
speech in behalf of the President's 
budget without saying one good word 
about the President's budget. I thought 
they would note that, until the subject 
came up. 

The gentleman then proceeded to say 
many bad words about the President's 
budget. 

I suppose that kind of defense, when 
you are in the shape that the President 
is now in, is as good as you can get. It 
may have been that the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH], having 
refused to have any conversations with 
the Secretary of the Treasury, did not 
have any information on which he 
could defend the President's budget. 

Apparently there is a new Tenure of 
Office Act which prevents the Presi
dent from picking his own Secretary of 
Treasury, so when people do not like 
what is going on, they can beat up the 
Secretary of the Treasury without not
ing that he is, of course, serving every 
minute under the pleasure of the Presi
dent. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield briefly to the gen
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, all I 
want to ask the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. FRANK] before he is 
done is whether he secretly prefers the 
plan A half of your budget or the plan 
B half? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, it will 
be no secret. The gentleman's grasp of 
parliamentary procedures seems to be 
a little weak this week, because every 
Member of this House will tell you if 
this budget passes whether he or she is 
for plan A or B when the bill to take 
the walls down comes up. 

The gentleman has discovered a se
cret which is about to be a matter of 
public record, with his usual perspicac
ity. The fact is that no one is going to 
be able to dissemble as to where he or 
she stands. 

What the Committee on the Budget 
has done quite sensibly is to say to the 

American people, "Here is what hap
pens if you keep the wall up, and here 
is what happens if you keep it down." 
And when the bill sponsored by the 
chairman of the Committee on Govern
ment Operations comes to the floor, 
every Member will be able to decide 
publicly do you want to really do some
thing about education, or do you not? 
Do you want to adequately fund Na
tional Institutes of Health research, or 
do you not? 

People should in fact compare plan A 
to plan B, because that will tell people 
where the differences are. 

Let us look at the subject that my 
friend, the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. GINGRICH], wanted to avoid, the 
President's budget. 

The President's budget cuts Medi
care. It cuts out, for those of us who 
live in the Northeast corridor, money 
to provide high-speed rail service be
tween Boston and New York. I am sure 
all my colleagues from the Northeast 
corridor, from New York and Connecti
cut, are delighted to do that. 

It cuts the postal subsidy for non
profit mail. It cuts all of higher edu
cation except for Pell grants. It cuts 
low income energy assistance. 

The fact is this: The President's 
budget cuts a number of programs that 
many Members on both sides of the 
aisle have pledged to support. In fact, 
that is the importance of the bill to 
take down the wall. 

There are people on both sides who 
have been telling the voters for years, 
"Gee, I am with you, but I can't do it 
because I don't have the money." 

Now, within the overall limits of the 
budget agreement, we are going to 
bring forward a bill that would provide 
the money. And people are going to 
have to work very hard between now 
and next week for a new excuse. 

I have talked before about the re
verse Houdini, Mr. Chairman. Houdini 
became really famous because he would 
have other people tie him in knots and 
his act was to get out of the knots. 

We have here the reverse Houdini 
about to be revealed, in which you tie 
yourself in knots and then you go to 
people and say, "Gee, I would love to 
help you, but I am all tied up in 
knots." Because when people vote to 
keep that wall up, they will be voting 
not to allow themselves to spend the 
money for education that they prom
ised they would have spent if they 
could. 
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And they will be tying their own 

hands so that they cannot reach out to 
help people with health research, with 
public transportation, with more 
money for law enforcement. 

The vote to keep up the wall is a vote 
to physically prevent ourselves from 
keeping our own promises. It is an ex
traordinarily useful device, but it is es
sentially fraudulent. 

What we have today, budgets A and 
B, are the essential elements that will 
reveal that. And that is why it is a 
cause of such distress to so many of my 
friends on the other side of the aisle. It 
is truth in budgeting. It says, here is 
what it looks like with the wall up. 
Here is what it looks like with the wall 
down. And now we get to vote on the 
wall. 

And when we vote on the wall, we are 
voting if we prefer budget A or B. We 
will leave out the President's budget, 
because none of them support it. They 
only brought it up because they would 
have been embarrassed if we had 
brought it up if they did not. It has had 
fewer good words said about it than the 
poor Secretary of the Treasury or 
other unpopular people in that admin
istration. 

So what we have here is the best ef
fort responsibly to meet the needs of 
this country. There is a great deal of 
talk about the needs of the future: The 
economy, health care, education. Plan 
A does not meet all of those needs. But 
it does begin to in a very responsible 
way. I hope that the President's budget 
is rejected as soundly in the vote as it 
has been in the debate and that the 
budget we have put forward is accept
ed. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SANTORUM], a mem
ber of the Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

I would like to address a couple of 
the issues brought up on the other side. 
First to the gentleman from North Da
kota, I would be happy to share with 
him the numbers, and maybe he just 
has not reviewed the Democratic plans 
A and B budget for the first 2 years, 
but . the combined deficit for plan A is 
$742 billion on the Democratic plan. 
For plan B, it is $734 billion. And for 
the President's budget, it is $710 bil
lion. So of the 3 budgets, over the next 
2 years, the President's deficit is lower 
than the deficits that the gentleman is 
proposing on that side. Those are the 
facts. 

Now, the gentleman from Massachu
setts, I know, is not being insincere 
when he talks about all the cuts that 
are going to be made in the President's 
budget. 

As the gentleman from Massachu
setts well knows, serving on the Com
mittee on the Budget, the President's 
budget, and the substitute is this docu
ment right here, which is a series of 
numbers that includes none of the cuts 
that the gentleman from Massachu
setts even said. 

What we are voting on is this budget 
resolution, which sets numbers and 
targets for the budget resolution. 

The President's budget, as far as this 
large document, is very different from 
what we are voting on today. What we 
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are voting on today is the budget reso
lution which once passed the Commit
tee on Appropriations and the author
ization committees. The authorization 
committees can deal with this in a 
manner that we in the Congress see fit 
as to what to cut to meet these expend
iture targets. I know the gentleman 
from Massachusetts knows that. 

Getting back to the point of what I 
really got up to talk about, the gen
tleman from Washington, Congressman 
JOHN MILLER, and the gentleman from 
Ohio, JOHN KASICH, and I and the gen
tleman from Texas, TOM DELAY, 
worked very diligently for the past 9 
months to try to influence the Presi
dent's budget on a lot of areas. We 
think we have sort of sat back and 
taken a very happy approach to what 
the President has been able to do and 

. come in our direction. He has adopted 
a lot of the reforms that we have put 
forward. 

In particular, in the area of defense 
and a lot of the structural changes in 
defense that we are very happy to see, 
we proposed back in September in 
meetings with Secretary Darman a $54 
billion cut in defense. And the Presi
dent came forward with a $50 billion 
cut in defense. We proposed perform
ance-based budgeting pilot projects be 
implemented to really reform the way 
Government operates, and we are real
ly trying to get at the heart and soul of 
the bureaucracy and the problems that 
Government bureaucracies deal with in 
handling ·Federal programs. And the 
President has adopted that. 

We have allowed for more flexibility 
with States and welfare and being able 
to implement workfare, and the Presi
dent has gone along with that and sup
ported us on those sorts of things. He 
has adopted a lot of the reforms and 
the entitlement programs, and I know, 
as the gentleman who talked pre
viously know, that the biggest area of 
concern right now and the fastest 
growing area of the budget is in the 
area of entitlements. And the Presi
dent has done something substantive in 
trying to control entitlement growth. 
And a lot of the things that we did in 
controlling entitlement growth were 
suggested by the alternative budget 
crew and we are very pleased. And I am 
enthusiastically supporting the Presi
dent for his willingness to listen to our 
group-that took a lot of time and 
reached out to a lot of communities all 
across this country to come up with 
proposals we think are going to fun
damentally reform government. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, let me correct the 
gentleman's statement with regard to 
the deficit. The numbers he was using 
were an OMB estimate. It was not the 
CBO's estimate as to where the deficit 
is over the next 2 years. 

The reason OMB's number is less is 
why? Because of accrual accounting, a 

beautiful gimmick that was developed 
by OMB. If the gentleman supports 
that gimmick, please vote for the 
President's budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 minutes and 
30 seconds to the distinguished gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER]. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposi
tion to the President's budget. It is a 
budget that proposes to cut Medicare 
benefits for senior citizens; slash veter
ans' pensions and home loan programs; 
and once again target the people who 
day in and day out make our Govern
ment work, our Federal workers, for 
over $5 billion in cuts to their pay and 
benefits. 

Let me be clear. I strongly support 
the spending caps put in place by the 
budget agreement of 1990. We ought not 
back away from that plan to reduce 
our deficit. The deficit is stealing from 
our grandchildren their ability to pay 
for the services that they will require 
in future years by saddling them with 
the debt we are piling up today. It 
must stop. 

But the Democratic budget does not 
exceed the budget target set by the 1990 
agreement-or the President's budget-
by one dollar. What it does do is set 
our spending to accomplish what 
Americans want from their Govern
ment: a strong defense, increased in
vestment in our infrastructure and our 
people, and the security of knowing 
that the Government will stand by its 
promises. And it does it without tax in
creases or the so-called "revenue 
enhancers" of the President's budget. 
And either Democratic plan A or B re
sults in greater deficit reduction than 
the President's budget. In short, it does 
what the country wants and it does it 
for less. 

This budget preserves a strong Amer
ica. It rejects the President's approach 
to our changed world defense environ
ment, which is to merely subtract from 
our existing forces and spend the sav
ings. Rather than be caught in this 
free-fall approach, which could leave us 
with a hollowed out defense force, the 
Democratic alternative seeks to de
velop a plan that sculpts a defense 
force to meet the threats of today's 
world. 

I was concerned that the cut pro
posed by the Budget Committee on de
fense may have been too much too fast. 
We continue to live in a very dangerous 
world, and we must not let down our 
guard. Further, deeper cuts could 
wreak havoc on communities that 
must already absorb displaced defense 
workers. I have discussed this matter 
with Chairman A SPIN and have been as
sured by the chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee that the amount 
requested, first, will not result in any 
additional personnel cuts beyond what 
the President has proposed and, second, 
will not result in any reduction in the 
readiness of our forces. 

I agree with the chairman that sig
nificant savings can be achieved by 
bringing our troops home from Europe, 
reducing our supply stockpiles, and 
making foreign governments pay a 
fairer share of their defense that we 
provide-savings that will not weaken 
our defense or hurt communities. 

The bottom line is that the cold war 
was fought by shaping our defense 
forces to meet the Soviet threat. We 
did a good job, and we won that war. 
Now we need to retool our defense to 
meet the threats of today's world: an
other Iraq-like situation, terrorism, 
drug warfare, to name a few. We need 
to strengthen our reliance on the Na
tional Guard and Reserve-rather than 
weaken the Guard as the President and 
the Pentagon have proposed. 

And we need to strengthen our abil
ity to project force without relying on 
foreign bases-which means greater in
vestments in naval air than the Presi
dent has been willing to make. 

On the domestic front, the Presi
dent's budget falls far short of where 
Americans want this country to be. 
Americans want children to be immu
nized against diseases-the President's 
budget fails this test while the Demo
cratic budget provides immunizations 
for all preschool children here at home. 

The Democratic budget seeks to cre
ate jobs with higher investment in our 
infrastructure-spending nearly $2 bil
lion more on highways and creating 
50,000 more jobs. The Democratic budg
et provides more money for job train
ing-putting people to work rather 
than adding them to the · unemploy
ment roles. 

The President, who calls himself the 
"environmental President" and who 
ran on the sad state of Boston Harbor, 
seeks to cut funding for the environ
ment, sewage treatment, and conserva
tion programs. The Democratic budget 
doesn't run from our country's com
mitment to its environment and fully 
funds these programs. 

Finally, Americans believe that Gov
ernment, just like its citizens, should 
keep its word and honor its commit
ments. The President proposes to cut 
veteran entitlements by nearly $1 bil
lion next year. The Democratic budget 
rejects this cut and fully honors the 
Government's end of the deal for those 
veterans who so valiantly honored 
theirs when they were called on to 
serve this country. 

Similarly, the President would 
change the rules on Government work
ers, who were hired and have continued 
to work for the Government-fighting 
crime, researching new drugs, protect
ing our environment-under the as
sumption that their retirement plan 
would be secure and their benefits 
would not be reduced. The President 
would renege on the Pay Reform Act 
he just signed 2 years ago, restructure 
a retirement plan that people have 
planned on for their golden years, and 
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eliminate the right of retirees to 
choose their own doctor. The Demo
cratic plan rejects all of these ill-con
ceived proposals and continues the 
commitment already made to these 
dedicated workers and retirees. 

Mr. Chairman, I could go on and on. 
But I believe that the decision is al
ready clear. The President's budget 
falls far short of where we need to be 
today-even though it spends more 
money than that proposed by the 
Democratic alternative. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
President's budget and adopt the 
Democratic alternative. 

D 2105 
Either A or B, depending upon our 

subsequent decision, is a preferable al
ternative for America, for its children, 
for its workers, and for its families. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. MILLER], a member of 
the Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
Ohio, my distinguished colleague, for 
yielding time to me. 

This House faces a choice, and really, 
the choice is between the committee's 
budget, the Democratic majority's 
budget, and the Gradison-President's 
Republican budget, but it is not really 
a choice because the committee, the 
Democratic proposal, is not a proposal. 
It is plan A or B. In the out years it has 
infinite possibilities on defense spend
ing. It does not set out what the de
fense spending is going to be. 

Actually, the committee, which 
should have the courage to make the 
choice, the majority should have the 
courage, but they punted, so there is 
only one choice. It is the President's 
budget. 

I want to contrast the President's 
budget with the work of many House 
Republicans who have been working on 
a budget alternative. The President's 
budget does not go as far as we would 
like when it comes to spending reduc
tion, but it does adopt many of the pro
posals that House Republicans wanted. 
I speak to my colleagues. 

We asked for $54 billion in defense re
ductions and the President came in 
with $50 billion. We asked for reduc
tions and reforms in the foreign aid 
program and AID and in the food pro
gram and in the World Bank program. 
The President did not give us those, 
but he went along with our rec
ommendations for reductions in mili
tary sales. 

We asked for a freeze on outlays. The 
President came in with a freeze, and I 
am talking about a freeze on domestic 
spending outlays. The President came 
in with a freeze on domestic spending 
authority. 

We asked to set up performance
based budgeting. The President came 
in with recommendations for pilot 

projects throughout the Government 
on performance-based budgeting. We 
asked for means-testing in Medicare so 
that individuals with incomes over 
$100,000 would pay part of the subsidy 
now. The President adopted that pro
posal. We asked for waivers for States 
that wanted to pursue welfare reform 
to put able-bodied people to work, and 
the President adopted that suggestion. 

So no, it does not go as far as we 
would like, but let me tell the Mem
bers, given the choice, there is only one 
choice, and that is to support the 
President and Mr. GRADISON's budget 
proposal. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
who discussed me and refused to yield 
to me said that I was misstating the 
facts by saying this was the President's 
budget and talking about cuts in the 
President's budget. He said this was 
not the President's budget, the Presi
dent's budget was just some numbers. 

Now the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. MILLER], was just defending what 
I thought he said was the President's 
budget, so I am confused, because the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania specifi
cally denied that this was the Presi
dent's budget. 

I just would yield to my friend, the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. MIL
LER], is this the President's budget or 
is it not, that is in the resolution of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON]? 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. I think 
it is the President's proposal, but I do 
not know what is involved in your de
bate with the gentleman from Penn
sylvania. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON]. 
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Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 

Chairman, I rise in support of the 
President's budget as the most rational 
and constructive choice we have. I am 
proud to represent a State that has 
provided thousands of men and women 
to our Armed Forces and provided mili
tary equipment of unparalleled quality 
to this Nation for decades. Submarines, 
fighters, helicopters, guidance systems, 
bearings, and numerous other military 
supplies that have made this Nation so 
strong that we have won the cold war 
and seen the U.S.S.R. collapse. It is on 
behalf of those men and women that I 
rise to speak now, for as a great Nation 
we have a responsibility to reduce de
fense spending in a way that enables 
the men and women who have made us 
strong, both in the armed services and 

in manufacturing, to have a period to 
adjust. 

Of course we cannot keep buying 
military equipment at the rate of the 
cold war years. But we have an obliga
tion to slow down that purchasing in a 
way that enables us to have a strong 
defense and surge capability, and for 
people to be able to salvage their lives 
and reposition themselves for their fu
ture. 

Already in the last 18 months 300,000 
jobs have been lost. Twenty-five per
cent of the private sector jobs that 
have been lost in the recent recession 
were due to defense cuts, even though 
defense is only 5 percent of the work 
force. Under the Democrat budget al
ternative, 233,000 additional active 
duty and reserve jobs will be lost. That 
is people and their lives, and an untold 
number of manufacturing jots. It will 
mean fewer contracts and planes for 
Pratt & Whitney. It will be steeper cut
backs at Electric Boat. 

I say to Members, people have a right 
to a Government policy that not only 
addresses our defense needs more re
sponsibly than the Democrat budget 
does, but recognizes the contribution 
that workers throughout America have 
made to make us strong and able and 
to bring peace to the world. We owe 
them something better than doubling 
the President's defense cuts when his 
cuts go well below the summit agree
ment. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself my remaining 4112 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, the President's budget 
has one feature which certainly sets it 
apart from that of the majority: He has 
a plan, one plan, not two conflicting 
plans brought before us tonight by the 
majority. He does not have two plans 
for education, two plans for Head 
Start, two plans for veterans, two plans 
for each of the other major areas. His 
priorities reflect tough choices, choices 
which we have been sent here to make, 
choices which in his case stay within 
the strict guidelines of the spending 
caps. And the President's plan shows 
that it is possible to meet the needs of 
America without removing the fire
walls for the fiscal year 1993. 

Each time we have a budget summit 
we find that domestic spending is in
creased, not restrained. I am getting 
tired of hearing about how restrained 
our budgets are around here. The fact 
of the matter is that domestic discre
tionary spending since 1986 has ad
vanced by 34 percent, after adjusting 
for inflation. Maybe it should go up 
more; maybe it should go up less. But 
that is hardly what I would call a star
vation diet. 

The President's plan would cut a 
number of programs, and we have been 
hearing about those all day. We have 
not been hearing from the other side 
about all of the increases that the 
President's budget would include, and 
at the proper time I will include in the 
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RECORD a detailed listing of what those 
increases are. But let me share a few of 
them with my colleagues. 

This is the President's budget: edu
cation up $2.3 billion. Head Start up $6 
billion; housing vouchers up $1 billion; 
highways up $2.2 billion; veterans' med
ical care up almost $1 billion; Environ
mental Protection Agency up $529 mil
lion, and so forth. That is the Presi
dent's budget, and it is done within 
these guidelines. 

We have been hearing a lot about the 
peace dividend, and we have been told 
that the world has changed. It has 
changed, but it has not just changed in 
Eastern Europe. The budget deficit has 
exploded. That is also a change. 

When the 1990 budget agreement was 
reached we were told that we would re
duce the Federal deficit to $229 billion 
in fiscal year 1993 and put us on the 
course to a surplus in 1994. Now we see 
a deficit approaching $400 billion for 
1993. By golly, that is a change which 
we should address ourselves to, not just 
talking about the changes which have 
taken place around the world. Let us 
talk about some of the changes which 
have happened right here at home. 

The notion that every time we find a 
nickel on the floor we ought to spend a 
dime is one that ought to be rejected. 
We can do more to help this economy 
by leaving money in the pockets of tax
payers and reducing the amount we 
have to borrow than going out and 
spending it here. 

Let me say a word about accounting. 
We have been told that accrual ac
counting is a gimmick. Let me tell 
Members, I wish we had accrual ac
counting around here during the years 
that the savings and loan crisis was de
veloping. If we had, we would have had 
an early warning system in place which 
would have permitted us to take time
ly action to prevent this enormous cost 
which has been visited upon the Amer
ican taxpayers because we used cash 
rather than accrual accounting. The 
irony of the present situation is that if 
we take remedial actions and have re
forms, for example, with the Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, under 
cash accounting it shows there is an in
crease in the deficit, whereas under ac
crual accounting, which is the proper 
method, it would be just the reverse. 

One final point. We talked a lot 
about tax cuts around here last week. 
This Democratic budget does not in
clude the tax cut which they said last 
week was so important for the country. 
It is not in here. But the President's 
budget does include the wherewithal to 
finance an increase in the personal ex
emption for families with children. So 
if Members vote "no", they are voting 
against increasing the personal exemp
tion. An "aye" vote is a vote to in
crease the personal exemption. When 
this vote is taken we are going to find 
out who is really in favor of tax relief 
for American families. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to vote for the President's budget. It 
has a means of financing an increased 
personal exemption. It is sensible and 
is at a prudent defense level. It con
trols the growth of mandatory pro
grams. It lives within the budget of the 
Nation. And while this may not be very 
important to some of my friends on the 
other side of the aisle, it is also con
sistent with the Budget Enforcement 
Act of 1990. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, as al
ways when we vote on budgets we vote 
for the priorities that are laid out in 
those budgets. We cannot separate the 
budget we are voting for from the pri
orities that are defined in that budget. 
So when Members vote, if they choose 
to vote for the President's budget, they 
vote for the priori ties established in 
the President's budget. 

We think those priorities are wrong, 
and that is why we have basically said 
we need to reorder those priori ties and 
to invest in areas that affect our soci
ety. That is what is presented in the 
budget presented by the committee. 

If Members vote for the President's 
budget, make no mistake about it, 
they are not voting for budget dis
cipline. 

0 2120 
I hear a lot about the budget agree

ment from those who voted against the 
budget agreement. It is a little dis
concerting, very frankly, and now I 
hear the President himself saying it is 
the worst mistake he ever made, and 
now suddenly we are being lectured 
about budget discipline from those who 
have basically thrown it away, and if it 
was not for the President's words, look 
at the budget. 

Is it budget discipline when you basi
cally use a gimmick, and it is a gim
mick. I mean, accrual accounting is 
fine in the academic world, but when 
you spend money, then you reach into 
the future and grab those assets and 
then spend it, that is wrong. 

If Democrats had done that, if we had 
reached into the future, grabbed assets 
and then spent them today, you would 
be the first to criticize. So it is wrong, 
and it is gimmickry, and it cannot be 
defended. 

But if you vote for the President's 
budget, you are defending that kind of 
gimmickry. 

Second, make no mistake about it, if 
you vote for the President's budget, 
you are voting for clearly defined cuts 
that are part of it. We have cuts in our 
budget. I am asking Members to sup
port those cuts in exchange for the pri
orities that we have defined. 

But you are doing the same thing. If 
you want to vote for the President's 
budget, you are voting for those Medi
care cuts, you are voting for those cuts 
on veterans, you are voting for those 

cuts on civil servants, you are voting 
for those cuts in education, you are 
voting to eliminate 400,000 students 
from the chance to get a Pell grant. 
That is what you are voting for. 

Make no mistake about it, you are 
voting for tax increases. Do not think 
that simply voting for this budget you 
are going to run and hide from the tax 
increases that are part of the Presi
dent's budget, tax increases on annu
ities, tax increases on credit unions, 
tax increases on public employees. 
There are tax increases in here. If you 
support it, please vote for the Presi
dent's budget. 

And, finally, finally, if you think 
that the President's budget is the right 
set of priorities at this time in history, 
then again vote for it. I do not think it 
is. I think what the President's budget 
does is it repeats some of the same mis
takes we saw in the 1980's, and the re
sult is going to. be increased deficits in 
the future. 

It is for that reason that I ask the 
Members to vote against the Presi
dent's budget. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, last 
week the Democrats in the House delivered 
the first punch to the American public-a tax 
increase in the guise of an economic growth 
package. Today they follow through with a low 
blow-a budget resolution that contains two 
budget plans, one which would do away with 
budget discipline and neither of which does 
anything to address the budget deficit. 

The "plan A" budget proposed by the 
Democrats is based on eliminating the fire
walls established by the 1990 Budget Enforce
ment Act. By capping discretionary spending 
for defense, international affairs, and domestic 
programs, the firewalls ensure that savings in 
any of these categories would be used to re
duce the budget deficit. I believe it is dishon
est to the American people to break the 
agreement contained in the Budget Enforce
ment Act which promised to reduce the deficit 
and allowed domestic programs to increase at 
rates greater than inflation. 

I also feel it is unwise to accept the cuts in 
defense spending assumed by the two Demo
crat budget plans. President Bush and our 
military leadership have proposed a defense 
spending plan that steadily decreases military 
expenditures. By 1997, under this plan, we will 
have a military that is 25 percent smaller than 
the forces that existed just 2 years ago. This 
is a dramatic change and one which is justi
fied by the change in the threat we face today. 

Both Democrat plans are based on making 
deeper reductions than those being imple
mented under the Pentagon's based force. 
The Army would be required to eliminate 3 
more divisions, leaving a force of 9 active divi
sions instead of 12. Almost certainly, much of 
those reductions would have to be made by 
reducing forces stationed in Europe. Yet 
today, Gen. John Galvin, commander in chief 
of U.S. Forces in Europe, testified to the 
House Defense Appropriations Subcommittee 
that it is physically impractical to accelerate 
the pace of troop withdrawals. It is also appar
ent that further troop reductions could not be 
made without forcing the Army to make invol
untary separations. 
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The President's budget is a realistic and 

prudent response to the end of the cold war. 
It preserves the budget discipline of the Budg
et Enforcement Act and addresses the prob
lem of growth in entitlement spending. For 
these programs, I support the President's 
budget. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of House Concurrent Resolution 287, 
the congressional budget resolution for fiscal 
year 1993. 

As a Member of Congress whose district is 
both urban and suburban, I am pleased that 
this budget resolution proposes increased 
funding for many of the programs that will aid 
America's larger cities and smaller towns. 

I had the pleasure of testifying before the 
distinguished gentleman from California's [Mr. 
PANETTA] Budget Committee a few weeks ago, 
and I am happy to see that many of the pro
grams I cited of importance to the Third Dis
trict of Kentucky have been included in this 
resolution. Whether or not the so-called fire
walls established in the 1990 budget agree
ment come down, programs important to Lou
isville and Jefferson County will receive added 
funding from the budget my friend, LEON PA
NETTA, has shepherded to the floor today. 

In particular, I note that House Concurrent 
Resolution 287 proposes to increase funding 
for general housing assistance and aid to the 
homeless under the McKinney Act, and does 
not reduce levels of funding for Community 
Development Block Grants [CDBG's]. In con
trast, the administration's budget proposal, 
which I voted against, reduces funding for af
fordable housing programs. Providing for af
fordable housing needs in my community is a 
priority for me and for local officials in Louis
ville and Jefferson County, and House Con
current Resolution 287 will greatly help my 
community attain our goals. . 

House Concurrent Resolution 287 proposes 
to increase funding for two important human 
service programs which I mentioned in my tes
timony before the Budget Committee: Head 
Start and the Women, Infants, and Children 
Program [WIG]. The funding increases pro
posed for Head Start will allow 98,000 to 
135,000 more children to participate in pre
school programs which we know are crucial to 
their educational development. The increases 
targeted for WIG will provide 415,000 to 
600,000 more women, infants, and children 
with nutritional assistance. 

House Concurrent Resolution 287 also pro
poses to increase funding for child immuniza
tion programs. The Budget Committee esti
mates this funding will enable all preschool 
children in the United States to be immunized. 
As I have said before, the choices we make 
about the health, welfare, and education of our 
children are summed up nicely in the tele
vision ad: "Pay me now or pay me later"
paying now for protecting our children's health 
rather than paying a lot more-later-to make 
them well. 

Mr. Chairman, House Concurrent Resolution 
287 also proposes to increase funding for 
mass transmit and surface transportation 
where the late, not lamented, administration 
budget proposal would have reduced funds for 
mass transit. More efficient highway and mass 
transit systems serve the dual purpose of pro
viding citizens with affordable and reliable 

transportation-vitally important to my home
town and home county-and of creating jobs. 
The Budget Committee estimates that be
tween 150,000 to 200,000 jobs can be created 
by improving the Nation's transportation sys
tem. Furthermore, it is an investment in our 
national competitiveness which will pay divi
dends in years to come. 

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to support House 
Concurrent Resolution 287 for all of these rea
sons, and I urge its passage by the House. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I submit for the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as part of the debate 
on House Concurrent Resolution 287, the con
current budget resolution for fiscal year 1993, 
various articles from the Washington Times 
and Investor's Business Daily: 

[From the Washington Times, Mar. 4, 1992] 
A FREE PASS FOR CBO? 
(By L. Brent Bozell Ill) 

Why are the media covering the debate 
over the capital gains tax by relying on esti
mates that have been proven to be more than 
100 percent wrong? I've narrowed it down to 
three possibilities: (1) The media are too 
lazy/dumb to figure it out; (2) they think the 
American people are too dumb/lazy to figure 
it out; or (3) the media would rather witness 
a class war fought over fake statistics than 
referee an honest debate. 

Back in April 1991, Rep. Dick Armey, the 
ranking Republican on the Joint Economic 
Committee, and Chris Frenze, one of Mr. 
Armey's staff economists, revealed that the 
Democrat-appointed Congressional Budget 
Office had erred in its prediction of 1989 cap
ital gains income by $75 billion, a margin of 
error of roughly 50 percent. The study also 
maintained that this error would be built 
into the CBO's annual baseline figures , 
amounting to $375 billion in error over five 
years, a possible deficit disaster. 

Two weeks ago, Mr. Armey and Mr. Frenze 
revealed that the CBO admitted its forecast 
for capital gains income of $254 billion for 
1990 missed the mark by $134 billion, an error 
of more than 105 percent. The media's re
sponse: nothing. 

Why the silence? because the major media 
covering the capital gains debat e routinely 
rely on estimates of the Joint Committee on 
Taxation, which relies on the faulty CBO 
numbers for its calculations. When, for ex
ample, Time cites that " families that earn 
more than $200,000 a year would save an aver
age of $18,000 as a result of lower capital 
gains rates," it's citing the completely bogus 
calculations of the Joint Committee on Tax
ation. Everybody's using these estimates 
without any concern for their accuracy. 

Maybe the media believe that statistical 
reality is too technical for the American 
people to understand. When Mr. Armey and 
Mr. Frenze released their first CBO critique, 
the media reaction was a resounding silence , 
with one exception, New York Times re
porter Jason DeParle, who came to the 
Times from the neoliberal Washington 
Monthly, snottily dismissed the critique on 
May 26, 1991 : " Among the congressman's 
complaints is that Table 19 on Page 1,306 
should at the very least have included an as
terisk. " 

Mr. DeParle failed to explain the CBO's er
rors, simply declaring them too difficult for 
the average American to understand. " Sort
ing through Mr. Armey's technical critique 
requires an understanding of the computer 
models used by the CBO and a grip on such 
terms as 'nominal realized capital gains.' " 
You would think turning complex arguments 

into simple language is the media's job, but 
even the reporters who understand these is
sues have refused to explain it. 

The media have also ignored Mr. Armey's 
attempts to make the CBO accountable to 
Republicans as well as Democrats. Cur
rently, the CBO's personnel are appointed by 
the Democratic leadership with no Repub
lican consultation or confirmation process . 

. This is especially galling since the media 
regularly tag the CBO as " non-partisan." 

There's nothing non-partisan in the way 
CBO Director Robert Reischauer has treated 
his shop's accounting fraud. He covered it 
up. The CBO never disclosed its mistakes to 
members of Congress or the media, even 
though its tainted capital-gains and family 
income data had been widely used by both 
and even though the CBO's numbers were 
used as a club by the Democrats and their 
class-war supporters like " conservative" 
Kevin Phillips. 

Even since Republicans (and some Demo
crats) introduced capital gains tax cuts in 
1989, the media have trumpeted the cause of 
" tax fairness," labeling tax cuts a sop to the 
rich while ignoring the rotten statistics un
derlying the hate-the-rich Democrats' case. 

The media's know-nothingness has not 
only given a free pass to the CBO, but also to 
Richard Darman's oafs at the Office of Man
agement and Budget. When Mr. Darman ap
peared before Congress last July 15 to an
nounce that the OMB's old deficit estimates 
were horrendously off-target, the network 
newscasts did nothing. It took the late great 
Warren Brookes to point out that in January 
1990, Mr. Darman forecast that the total defi
cit from fiscal 1991 to 1995 would be $62.3 bil
lion. 

Eighteen months later, that estimate 
soared to $1,081.9 billion. Thanks to the me
dia's silence, most Americans have heard 
nothing about Mr. Darman's errors. After 
listening to a decade of media preaching 
about Republican neglect of the budget, it's 
time to ask about the media's neglect of the 
budget debate. Oh, the political wrangling 
gets top billing, but the debate's most impor
tant points are almost always ignored. The 
Washington press corps can't preen about its 
role as watchdog of the government while 
both budget boosting sides-OMB and CBO
get away with statistical murder. Call the 
media co-conspirators. 

[From the Investor's Business Daily, Mar. 2, 
1992.] 

WILL TAX ON RICH BOOMERANG?-IT ALWAYS 
HAS, BUT THEN THIS Is AN ELECTION YEAR 

(By John Merline) 
Making the rich pay their fair share in 

taxes has become the clarion call for Demo
crats seeking to win over middle-class voters 
this political season. 

Increasing the progressively of the tax 
code may be good politics, but many ana
lysts say it is bad policy. 

The House Democratic tax package, which 
passed last week in a highly partisan vote, 
includes a small tax credit for the middle 
class, coupled with substantial tax increases 
on the weal thy. 

Sen. Lloyd Bentsen, D-Texas, has proposed 
a tax plan similar to the House bill. Both the 
House and Senate bills propose raising the 
top tax bracket on income to 35% from the 
current 31 %, and both would impose a 10% 
surtax on millionaires. 

In addition, each of the leading Demo
cratic presidential candidates purposes some 
form of tax increase on the weal thy, either 
to fund tax relief for the middle class or to 
pay for new programs. 
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Behind these proposals is the issue of fair

ness. But, as with most issues in Washing
ton, the definition of fairness depends heav
ily on whom you ask. 

For Robert Mcintyre, director of Citizens 
for Tax Justice, fairness is when "the rich 
pay more taxes and the rest of us pay less." 
According to Mcintyre and other supporters 
of higher taxes on the wealthy, tax cuts dur
ing the 1980s primarily benefited the rich. 

According to a House Ways and Means 
Committee report, the richest "one-fifth of 
the population will pay a smaller percentage 
of their income in taxes in 1992 than in 1977 
while the bottom 80% will pay more." 

Therefore, the argument goes, raising tax 
rates on the wealthy would improve the fair
ness of the tax code by making the rich pay 
a greater share of taxes than they do cur
rently. 

But historically, high tax levies on the 
rich have failed to achieve their stated 
goal-to force the rich to pay a greater share 
of the total tax burden. 

Highly progressive tax codes have tended 
to push the tax burden downward, making 
the middle and lower classes pick up a great
er share of the total income tax burden. 

A study by economists James Gwartney 
and Richard Stroup found that a peacetime 
tax increase in the early 1930s to reduce the 
budget deficit resulted in "a rapid decline in 
the reported net income in upper brackets as 
the marginal rates increased sharply." 

In upper-income brackets, tax rates were 
doubled, but tax revenues expanded by only 
15.7%, according to the study. 

And the share paid by the wealthiest earn
ers dropped prec:pitously, from 23.5% of the 
total tax burden before the increase to 18.4% 
after the increase. 

Data from the IRS clearly show that tax 
shares of the top 0.2% of wage earners Jell 
each time their tax rate increased. In the 
early 1940s, for example, marginal rates on 
the rich shot up, but the share of taxes paid 
by these earners dropped from some 90% of 
total taxes to 50%. 

Conversely, lower tax rates on the rich 
typically have shifted the income-tax burden 
upward. In 1926, the top marginal rate was 
reduced to 25% from 73% in 1921. The amount 
of taxes paid by millionaires increased 155% 
in those years, while the share of taxes paid 
by this group increased 75%, according to 
IRS data. 

Again in the 1960s, the top marginal in
come-tax rate was cut, with the same basic 
effect. Tax revenues from the top 5% of wage 
earners increased 7.7%, while the share of 
taxes paid by this group increased by 8%. 

Tax cuts in the 1980s produced similar re
sults. Despite cuts in the top rate of some 
23%, income taxes paid by those earning Sl 
million or more increased 244% between 1979 
and 1986, from $8.5 billion in 1979 to $29.2 bil
lion in 1986. 

MILLIONAIRES' SHARE 

Between 1986 and 1989, taxes paid by mil
lionaires increased another 35%, despite a 
cut in the rate from 50% to 28%. The share of 
taxes paid by millionaires went from around 
2% of total taxes in 1979 to almost 9% 10 
years later, despite a cut in the top tax rate 
of60%. 

According to the House Ways and Means 
Committee report, this is due to the fact 
that the incomes of the high wage earners 
"rose faster than average family income." 

To supporters of increased taxes, this 
means fairness declined. But to opponents of 
new taxes, this growth at the top mean 
something different. 

OMB PROJECTION 

"What's happening here is that the entire 
economy is enjoying a larger degree of op-

portunity, and more people are taking ad
vantage of it," says Gary Robbins, president 
of Alexandria Va.-based Fisca: Associates 
and a former Treasury economist. 

For example, IRS data show that while the 
average income of millionaires did not . 
change much between 1979 and 1986, the num
ber of people declaring earnings of $1 million 
or more climbed drastically. 

In 1979, just under 8,000 reported earnings 
of more than $1 million. By 1986, that num
ber had jumped to more than 31,000, even 
after inflation is subtracted, doubled again 
by 1989. 

Moreover, high rates on the rich have in 
the past served less as a way to raise money 
than as political camouflage for tax in
creases on the middle class. 

In part, this is due to the fact that little 
money can be raised from the nation's rich
est citizens. According to the Tax Founda
tion, if you doubled the taxes paid by mil
lionaires, you could run the government for 
an additional 13 days in a given year. 

To raise significant revenues, according to 
tax specialists, middle-class wages have to 
be tapped. 

For example, according to the Office of 
Management and Budget, if the $400 tax cred
it in the House tax bill were made perma
nent, and if the government paid for it by 
raising income taxes, the top 35% tax rate 
would have to begin at income levels of 
around $36,000 for single filers. 

"If true, that suggests that there's not a 
lot of money to be had by just raising rates 
at the top," said Fed Governor Lawrence 
Lindsey. 

"Politicians, when they set very high mil
lionaire rates, are able to say to the middle 
class, 'Well, look, it's not so bad for you,'" 
said Michael Schuyler, senior economist at 
the Institute for Research on the Economics 
of Taxation. 

The 1990 budget agreement raised the top 
tax rate to 31 % while also imposing higher 
excise taxes on gasoline, tobacco and alco
hol-taxes that hit the middle class harder 
than the rich. 

While observers doubt whether income tax 
rates will be raised on the middle class, the 
new tax rate proposed by the House bill ap
plies to income that some might classify as 
middle-class. Single taxpayers earning 
$85,000 and up would face a 35% tax rate. Sin
gle taxpayers earning $51,9000 already face 
the 31 % bracket. 

Although all brackets would be indexed for 
inflation, real wage growth would push more 
and more people into these higher brackets. 
"Today's rich are tomorrow's middle class," 
said Robbins. 

High rates can have other economic effects 
that primarily harm the middle class. Fore
most is the incentive high tax rates give the 
rich to seek tax shelters. 

"The wealthy have enormous discretion 
over how, when and whether to realize in
come. At high tax rates, they can convert 
taxable income into fringe benefits or other 
business expenses," said economist Gerald 
Scully, a senior fellow at the National Cen
ter for Policy Analysis. 

Even supporters of tax increases recognize 
this effect. "High tax rates cause pressure to 
bring back loopholes," said Mcintyre of Citi
zens for Tax Justice. Still, Mcintyre would 
like to see top rates at 40%. 

DAMPER ON GROWTH 

Because the rich derive three-quarters of 
their income from investments, high mar
ginal taxes on this income can dampen eco
nomic growth, according to economists. 

If the rich shift money into less productive 
investments to avoid taxes, less money is 
available for capital formation. 

"Because capital formation is one of the 
primary means by which we increase produc
tivity over time, raising top marginal rates 
would basically sacrifice future prosperity to 
soak the rich today," said Schuyler. 

"There is certainly some productivity cost 
that comes with most ways of redistributing 
income," said Isabel Sawhill, senior fellow at 
the Urban Institute. "There is a lot of debate 
about how large those costs are. 

"You could certainly argue that when you 
get up into the 70% to 90% range of top mar
ginal rates, you really are putting a wet 
blanket on incentives to work, save and in
vest," she said. "But I think when you are 
arguing about vs. 35% or something in that 
range, the argument is mostly ideological 
and not really economic." 

Still, if changes in investment decisions at 
these new tax levels have even a small effect 
on productivity growth, the middle class will 
be hurt badly. 

According to Sawhill, a rise in productiv
ity growth of 0.5% a year would mean an in
crease in income of some $2,000 each year for 
a family of four by the year 2000. 

"The rich are going to get their money in 
one way or another. Better they get it in a 
way that helps the. rest of us," said Robbins 
of Fiscal Associates. 

DIFFICULT PROPOSITION 

Targeting taxes that hit only the rich and 
don't inadvertently hit the middle class in 
some way has also been found to be difficult 
in the past. 

The House bill, for example, repeals the so
called luxury tax on jewelry, furs, boats and 
other high-priced consumer goods. 

According to the technical explanation ac
companying the bill, the luxury tax of 10% 
on these items may have contributed to job 
losses in the affected industries. 

"In the context of the current general eco
nomic hardship,'' the report states, "it is ap
propriate to remove even this small burden 

· in the interests of fostering economic recov
ery." 

The capital gains tax, according to sup
porters of a cut in the tax, may be less of a 
tax on the rich than a tax on those who want 
to be rich. 

"A capital gains tax does not necessarily 
mean a tax on the rich, it's a tax on anyone 
accumulating capital, and most of the cap
ital in this country is added by the middle 
class, not by the rich," said David Goldman, 
senior fellow at Polyconomics in New Jersey. 

"Most of the growth in employment in the 
early 1980s, for example, came from small 
businesses," Goldman said, "and small busi
nesses are overwhelmingly middle-class ac
tivity." 

DECLINE IN NEW BUSINESSES 

The 1986 increase in capital gains taxes 
may have, in this sense, hit the middle class. 
Goldman says that between 1986 and the 
present, fewer businesses have been incor
porated each year. 

"That's never happened before," he said. 
"Capital gains tax cuts help people to be

come rich," said Goldman. "It's a tax on cap
ital formation, not on capital." 

Capital gains taxes also reflect how dif
ficult it is to get money fro:n those who have 
discretion about how and when they declare 
such gains on their taxes. 

According to Gerald Scully, following the 
1981 cut in the maximum capital gains tax, 
revenues from that tax almost doubled in 
four years. 

On the other hand, the tax increase on cap
ital gains generated 50% less revenue than 
was predicted by the Congressional Budget 
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Office in 1989 and 1990. In fact, for three 
years following the tax increase, capital 
gains income was lower than it was in 1985, 
before the tax increase. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I submit for 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as part of the de
bate on House Concurrent Resolution 287, the 

concurrent budget resolution for fiscal year 
1993, President Bush's fiscal year 1993 budg
et priorities: 

PRESIDENT BUSH'S FISCAL YEAR 1993 BUDGET PRIORITIES, INVESTING IN THE FUTURE: SELECTED HIGHLIGHTS WITHIN AN OVERALL FREEZE 
[Budget authority and obligations: dollar amounts in millions] 

Fiscal year- Dollar change: Fis- Percent change 

cal year 1992 to Fiscal year 1992 to Fiscal year 1989 to 1993 proposed fiscal year 1993 fiscal year 1993 fiscal year 1993 

Summary of major initiative 
1989 actual 1992 enacted 

Overall domestic discretionary freeze (billions) .......... .. ..................... . $203 $203 +O Freeze NA 
Education: 

24,257 +$1,629 +7 +42 
2,802 +600 +27 +127 

$17,059 22,628 
1,235 2,202 

Department of Education (discretionary) .. .............................................. ................ ... ....... .. ... . 
Head Start .................................................. .............................. .... ......... . 
Mathematics and science education 1 •• • 1,236 1,955 2,092 +137 +7 +69 
Pell grants ........................................ ........................... . 4,484 5,463 6,641 +1,178 +22 +48 

Children: 
WIC ..................... ...................................... ............................. ... .................. ...... . 1,929 2,600 2,840 +240 +9 +47 
Child nutrition (outlays) ................... .......... .. .. ..... .... .......... ....... .................. ......... ................. .... ........ .... .. . 4,556 6,068 6,480 +412 +7 +42 
Child care and development block grants ........................................... .. ..... ...... ............... ...... ................ . 825 850 +25 +3 NA 
CDC childhood immunization 2 ......... ........ .... ....... ................... .. .... ..... ..... ....... ... ... .... ............ .. .... ... ... . .. 141 297 349 +52 +18 +148 

Prevention: 
Infant mortality reduction (Healthy start) ........................... .. ........... .. 5,681 7,950 9,365 +1 ,415 +18 +65 

64 143 +79 +123 NA 
7,643 +1,309 +21 +83 

684 +90 +IS +42 
4,184 6,334 

482 594 
Access to primary health care servies ................................................ . 

(Community/migrant health centers) ............... ........... .. ......... . 
(National Health Service Corps) ...... ........................................ .. 48 100 120 +20 +19 +150 

Nutrition education ........ ........ ........ .. .................... ............................... . 138 152 178 +26 +17 +23 
Breast and cervical cancer mortality prevention ....... ....................... .. 416 515 +99 +24 NA 
Injury prevention ..... ..... .......................................... .. ... ........................ .. 1,482 1,862 2,026 +164 +9 +37 
Family planning ................... .. .................. ........ ..... ............................... . 333 461 498 +37 +8 +50 
Total HIV/AJDS funding ................................. .... ...... ............................. . 2,265 4,371 4,936 +565 +13 +118 

Research and development: 
Applied research: 

High performance computing and communications .................... ........... .. ....... . NIA 655 803 +148 +23 NA 
Advanced materials and processing ..... ..... .. .. ................................................. .. NIA 1.659 1,821 +162 +10 NA 
Energy R&D ............... ................ .......... .. ...... ....... .............................................. . 397 774 914 +140 +18 +130 
National Institute of Standards and Technology .................... .. 159 247 311 +64 +26 +96 

Basic research: 
Doubling the NSF budget by 1994 .......... .................................. ................ .. .. 1,923 2,572 3,026 +454 +18 +57 
Support for individual investigators (HHS, NSF, DOE) ................................. . 5,884 7,273 7,939 +666 +9 +35 
U.S. Global Change Research Program ...... ..... .. .............. ................. .. . NIA 1.110 1,372 +262 +24 NA 

Expanding the human frontier: 
Improving access to space ........ ....... ......... .......... . 4,411 5,312 5,412 +JOO +2 +23 
Space exploration ....................... ... ..... ...... ................ .. 1,433 2,646 2,836 +190 +7 +98 

Transportation 
Federal-aid highways (obligations) ............ . 13,507 16,986 19,198 +2,212 +13 +42 
Aviation modernization program ..... .. .......... . 1,384 2,394 2,700 +306 +13 +95 
Maglev/high-speed rail ................................ .. ......................... .......... ... ...... ................... .. 20 28 +8 +40 NA 

Housing: 
HOPE/homeownership grants ......... ....................................... .. .......... ......... .......... ...... .... . 351 1,000 +649 +185 NA 
Homeless funding in HUD ......................................... .. ......... ............................ ........... . 172 450 537 +87 +19 +212 
Vouchers in HUD and FmHA ......................... .. ............... ......... ................................ ..... . 1,840 1,693 2,821 +1,128 +67 +53 

Ending the scourge of drugs and crime: 
War on drugs total funding J .. ...... .......................... .. .... .. .... .... .. .. ............. .... .. .. . .... .... ..... ... . .. 6,592 11 ,953 12,729 +776 +7 +93 
Justice funding to fight crime and drug 4 ............ . .... ............. .. .. .................... . .......... .... .. .. . 6,732 9,809 10,795 +986 +IO +60 

Environment: 
Acquisition of parks, forests, and refuges ..... .. ... .. .......................... ................................ .. .................... .. 190 294 306 +12 +4 +61 
Border pollution: Pollution control along the United States-Mexico border in support of NAFTA ........ .. 34 103 201 +98 +95 +491 
Total EPA operating budget ...... .. ........................ . 1,752 2,578 2,698 +120 +5 +54 
Protecting America's wetlands ..... . ................................... . 295 600 812 +212 +35 +175 
Implementing Clean Air Act changes ............................................. .. 187 229 +42 +22 NA 
Superfund ......................... ............................ ........................................ . ............................... . 1,410 1,616 1,750 +134 +8 +24 
Cleanup of DOE Federal facilities ....... .. ............................ . 1,762 4,407 5.534 +1 ,127 +26 +214 

1 Government-wide crosscutting initiative; 1989 data is an estimate. 
2 Obligations are in missions of dollars. 
3 Excludes transfer of appropriations from other agencies for drug trafficking. 
4 Excludes $49 million in receipts from proposed fee. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex- Johnson (CT) Michel Schulze Collins (Ml) Dreier Gejdenson 

pired. Kasi ch Miller (OH) Smith(TX) Combest Duncan Gekas 
Kolbe Miller (WA) Solomon Condit Durbin Gephardt 

The question is on the amendment in Kyl Oxley Sundquist Conyers Dwyer Geren 
the nature of a substitute offered by Lewis (CA) Porter Thomas (CA) Cooper Early Gibbons 

the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. McCrery Quillen Vucanovich Costello Eckart Gillmor 
McEwen Rhodes Wylie Cox (CA) Edwards (CA) Gilman GRADISON] . McMillan (NC) Santorum Young (FL) Cox (IL) Edwards (OK) Glickman 

The question was taken; and the Coyne Edwards (TX) Gonzalez 
Chairman announced that the noes ap- NOES--370 Cramer Emerson Goss 

peared to have it. Abercrombie Bateman Browder 
Crane Engel Grandy 

Ackerman Beilenson Brown Cunningham English Green 
RECORDED VOTE 

Alexander Bennett Bruce 
Dannemeyer Erdreich Guarini 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I de- Alla.rd Bentley Bryant Darden Espy Gunderson 

mand a recorded vote. Allen Bereuter Bunning Davis Evans Hall (OH) 
de la Garza Ewing Hall (TX) 

A recorded vote was ordered. Anderson Berman Burton 
Fascell Hamilton Andrews (ME) Bevill Bustamante De Fazio 

The vote was taken by electronic de- Andrews (NJ) Bil bray Byron De Lauro Fawell Hammerschmidt 

vice, and there were-ayes 42, noes 370, Andrews (TX) Bilirakis Camp DeLay Fazio Hancock 

Annunzio Blackwell Campbell (CA) Dellums Feighan Harris 
not voting 22, as follows: Anthony Bliley Campbell (CO) Derrick Fields Hastert 

[Roll No. 39) Applegate Boehlert Cardin Dicks Fish Hatcher 

AYES-42 Archer Boehner Carper Dingell Foglietta Hayes (IL) 
Armey Bonior Carr Dixon Ford (Ml) Hayes (LA) 

Baker Coble Gradison As pin Borski Chapman Donnelly Ford (TN) Heney 
Ballenger Coughlin Hansen Atkins Boucher Clay Dooley Frank (MA) Hefner 
Barton Dickinson Hopkins AuCoin Boxer Clement Doolittle Franks (CT) Henry 
Callahan Gilchrest Houghton Bacchus Brewster Coleman (MO) Dorgan (ND) Frost Herger 
Chandler Gingrich Hunter Barnard Brooks Coleman (TX) Dornan (CA) Gallegly Hertel 
Clinger Goodling Inhofe Barrett Broomfield Collins (IL) Downey Gallo Hoagland 
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Hobson Molinari Scheuer 
Hochbrueckner Mollohan Schiff 
Holloway Montgomery Schroeder 
Horn Moody Schumer 
Horton Moorhead Sensenbrenner 
Hoyer Moran Serrano 
Hubbard Morella Sharp 
Huckaby Morrison Shaw 
Hughes Murphy Shays 
Hutto Murtha Shuster 
Jacobs Myers Sikorski 
James Nagle Sisisky 
Jefferson Natcher Skaggs 
Jenkins Neal (MA) Skeen 
Johnson (SD) Nichols Skelton 
Johnson (TX) Nussle Slattery 
Johnston Oberstar Slaughter 
Jones (GA) Obey Smith (FL) 
Jones (NC) Olin Smith (IA) 
Jontz Olver Smith (NJ) 
Kanjorski Ortiz Smith (OR) 
Kaptur Orton Sn owe 
Kennedy Owens (NY) Solarz 
Kennelly Packard Spence 
Kil dee Pallone Spratt 
Kleczka Panetta Staggers 
Klug Parker Stallings 
Kolter Pastor Stark 
Kopetski Patterson Stearns 
Kostmayer Paxon Stenholm 
LaFalce Payne (NJ) Stokes 
Lagomarsino Payne (VA) Studds 
Lancaster Pease Stump 
Lantos Pelosi Swett 
LaRocco Penny Swift 
Laughlin Perkins Synar 
Leach Peterson (FL) Tallon 
Lehman (CA) Peterson (MN) Tanner 
Lehman (FL) Petri Tauzin 
Lent Pickett Taylor (MS) 
Levin (MI) Pickle Taylor (NC) 
Lewis (FL) Poshard Thomas (GA) 
Lewis (GA) Price Thomas (WY) 
Lightfoot Pursell Thornton 
Lipinski Rahall Torricelli 
Livingston Ramstad Towns 
Lloyd Rangel Traficant 
Long Ravenel Traxler 
Lowery (CA) Ray Unsoeld 
Lowey (NY) Reed Upton 
Luken Regula Valentine 
Machtley Richardson Vander Jagt 
Manton Ridge Vento 
Markey Riggs Visclosky 
Marlenee Rinaldo Volkmer 
Martin Ritter Walker 
Martinez Roberts Walsh 
Matsui Roe Washington 
Mavroules Roemer Waters 
Mazzoli Rogers Waxman 
McCandless Rohrabacher Weiss 
McColl um Rose Weldon 
Mccurdy Roth Wheat 
McDermott Roukema Williams 
McGrath Rowland Wise 
McHugh Roybal Wolf 
McMillen (MD) Russo Wolpe 
McNulty Sabo Wyden 
Meyers Sanders Yatron 
Mfume Sangmeister Young (AK) 
Miller (CA) Sarpalius Zeliff 
Mineta Sawyer Zimmer 
Mink Saxton 
Moakley Schaefer 

NOT VOTING--22 
Dymally McDade Savage 
Flake Mrazek Torres 
Gaydos Neal (NC) Weber 
Gordon Nowak Whitten 
Hyde Oakar Wilson 
Ireland Owens (UT) Yates 
Levine (CA) Ros-Lehtinen 
Mccloskey Rostenkowski 

D 2147 
Mr. MCCOLLUM changed his vote 

from "aye" to "no." 
So the amendment in the nature of a 

substitute was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 

move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore (Ms. HORN) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. 
SERRANO, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the 
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 287) 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the U.S. Government for the fiscal 
years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997, had 
come to no resolution thereon. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. NOWAK. Mr. Speaker, because of a 

death in my family I missed four rollcall votes. 
Had I been present and voting, I would have 
voted as follows: rollcall No. 36, "yea"; rollcall 
No. 37, "yea"; rollcall No. 38, "no"; rollcall No. 
39, "no." 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to 
meet at 10 a.m. on tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Michigan? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, re
serving the right to object, I do not in
tend to object, but I would inquire of 
the distinguished majority whip, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR]. 

Madam Speaker, there are a number 
of Members on both sides, particularly 
those from the west coast and the 
mountain States, who would like to 
leave by a reasonable hour tomorrow, 
and, if they could not, they would have 
to stay over, and it was our thought on 
our side that we would be very willing 
to come in at 8 o'clock, if that would 
allow the debate to begin, and I think 
we can work with the membership on 
both sides to avoid a vote on the Jour
nal , and go ahead and begin the debate 
at 8 o'clock, and go straight into a dia
log, which, it would seem to me, would 
be to the benefit of all Members and 
would allow us to have as extended a 
debate as necessary without requiring 
the Members from the West to lose 
their opportunity to catch an airplane 
to go home. 

So, Madam Speaker, I would ask if 
the distinguished majority whip might 
consider withdrawing this unanimous 
consent request and instead ask us to 
come in at 8 o 'clock on behalf of our 
western Members. 

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR]. 

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, that is 
a very attractive offer, and my general 
inclination would be to accept it. The 
problem I have with it is that an 8 
o'clock hour of meeting of the session, 
as the minority whip knows, is a high-

ly unusual hour for this body, and, al
though we meet for other meetings at 
that hour, we do not usually meet on 
the floor at 8 o'clock, and I have seen 
it happen before that, when we do not 
announce an earlier schedule prior to 
the leaving of Members, that Members 
could in fact miss votes. Now I take 
the point that the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] raised about 
that side would assure that there would 
be no journal votes called, but we have 
had that situation before, and we have 
actually had votes, and it has proven 
embarrassing to Members who were not 
here. 

So, Madam Speaker, I would hope 
that 10 o'clock would be a time that we 
could meet at and that we could get 
our business done at a reasonable hour 
so that Members could make their 
planes, wherever they were going. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, fur
ther reserving the right to object, I 
would say to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR], my good friend, 
first that he would have my word that 
we would, that the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] and I 
would, actively insure on our side that 
no one would ask for a vote on the 
Journal, and, should that fail, we 
would support the Speaker's right to 
roll that vote until the end of business 
or until such time as it would be appro
priate during the day. 

My only point, Madam Speaker, to be 
very direct about it for a second, is 
that on our side there are a number of 
Members who might be willing, frank
ly, to simply not have our side debate. 
That is they would rather accommo
date the westerners and leave, thereby 
reducing the debate on a very impor
tant topic, the budget which is being 
offered by the Black Caucus, to only 4 
hours. I would much rather come in at 
8, have the debate begin and be sure 
there would be full debate on both sides 
without the pressure of Members who 
are eager to get out of here. 

So, I would repeat. Since we would be 
very willing to insure that there be no 
vote, and we would certainly use our 
whip system this evening to announce 
in the morning. There are more than 
enough Members here who can call the 
first 2 hours worth of the debaters. I 
think we could easily accommodate 
the first 2 hours of debate, and I just 
wonder if it might be possible to ac
commodate that. 

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, it 
would have been nice to accommodate 
those 2 hours today when we offered to 
meet at noon rather than 2 o'clock. It 
is unfortunate that the gentlemen on 
that side of the aisle d.id not accept our 
offer of meeting earlier today. We 
could have accommodated those 2 
hours. 
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I am also concerned about the fact 

that Members may in fact miss this. 
They do not know; they have left. The 
debate would start at 8 o'clock. We 
would have a number of people who 
would be unfairly treated with respect 
to the debate itself because they would 
not have known that we had started. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Might I ask the ma
jority whip? It is my understanding 
quite explicitly that, when we asked 
about the possibility of having at least 
2 to 3 hours of that debate today, we 
were told unequivocally that his side 
did not want to start that debate until 
tomorrow morning, that coming in ear
lier today would not help us get into 
that particular debate? 

Is that not correct? 
Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, we 

asked to go in earlier today and early 
tomorrow, and we were told there 
would be no accommodation to that 
fact because of the 8 hours that was 
given to the progressive caucus' pro
posal. 

Mr. GINGRICH. But we were told, as 
I understand it, that they would not be 
prepared to begin that debate today, 
even if we went in earlier today; is that 
not true? 

Mr. BONIOR. No; we were prepared to 
start the debate at an earlier time. 

Mr. GINGRICH. We were still going 
to start the 8 hours tomorrow no mat
ter what time we went in today. We 
would not have started the 8 hours. 

Mr. BONIOR. The gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] is correct. We 
could have begun the process at an ear
lier time. 

D 2155 
Mr. GINGRICH. The other option 

would be to come in at 9 o'clock. 
Mr. BONIOR. Well, we have organiza

tional meetings in the morning. In ad
dition to that, I think it is still unfair 
to Members who are expecting to be 
here at 11 o'clock actually but who will 
be here at 10 for other business to start 
the process earlier. It would be unfair 
to ask them to come in and begin the 
process of debate at 8 or 9 o'clock. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, I 
say to the Chair that I will withdraw 
my reservation of objection, but it does 
seem, on behalf of the western Mem
bers and the mountain State Members 
and the Members from small towns, 
that it is unfortunate that the leader
ship on the other side would not ac
commodate them. 

Madam Speaker, I certainly do with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
HORN). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Ms. OAKAR. Madam Speaker, unfor

tunately, I missed the last veto be
cause I was detained in my office with 

an emergency phone call. Had I been 
present, I would have voted against the 
President's budget. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
woman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE WE
BERS AS THEY AWAIT ARRIVAL 
OF THEIR SECOND CIDLD 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. RAMSTAD] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Madam Speaker, I want to 
take this opportunity to inform the Members of 
the House that my colleague from Minnesota, 
VIN WEBER, is currently awaiting the arrival of 
his second child. His wife Cheryl was admitted 
to the Alexandria Hospital today and is report
edly doing well. As a result, the gentleman 
from Minnesota has missed a few rollcall 
votes this afternoon. He felt that it was impor
tant for him to be at his wife's side during the 
birth of their child. I hope that the Members 
will join with me in congratulating Congress
man WEBER and his wife, Cheryl. 

THE RE-REGULATION OF AMERICA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY] is rec
ognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. DELAY. Madam Speaker, I know 
the hour is late. It is 10 o'clock on the 
east coast, and I know this staff that 
works for the House has worked long 
and hard all day. I apologize to them 
for bringing this special order, but 
today is an important day of a project 
we are working on, and I do need to 
take a little time to start the project 
off. 

D 2205 
Today began the first leg of a race 

against the clock. The Republican reg
ulatory relay team is out of the blocks 
and bringing this urgent message. 
American business, and therefore, the 
American economy will continue gasp
ing for breath until they are either fi
nally released from the grip of our dan
gerous undertow or until they finally 
succumb, cease to struggle and eco
nomic rigor mortis sets in. 

We are near the mid-point of the 
President's 90-day moratorium on Fed
eral regulations, today is the 37th day. 
For the remainder of the moratorium, 
every day that this House is in regular 
legislative session, a different member 
of our regulatory relay team will lead 
his colleagues in discussion, debate, 
and the generation of information 
about a specific regulation or set of 
regulations which is doing more harm 
than good to our country. 

You know, it's easy for me to stand 
here and criticize the Democrat side of 
the aisle for foisting these burdensome, 
costly, and counterproductive regula-

tions on American businesses, workers, 
and consumers. And believe me, I 
blame them but it's important to ac
knowledge that many of the regula
tions which shovel blizzards of paper
work across the desks of American em
ployers were never voted on here in the 
House. No, not even by the most big 
brotherly Democrats in this Chamber. 
Those regulations are the products of 
an unaccountable, unelected bureauc
racy. Pencil pushers and paper shuf
flers who thrive on monitoring, assess
ing, comparing, and collating the num
bers and reports they require from 
American business where they couldn't 
get a job to save their life; they're not 
qualified to do real work. 

Since today is the first day of this 
project, I'd like to take a moment to 
highlight certain regulations which 
serve as particularly egregious exam
ples of what happens when you give the 
overzealous pencil pushers too much 
freedom. 

The EPA will soon require the recy
cling of CFC refrigerants to prevent 
them from being vented into the at
mosphere where they may ultimately 
damage the ozone. Your average refrig
erator repairman, while not enthusias
tic about the requirement is certainly 
capable of doing this. But wait, by the 
act of reclaiming these refrigerants, 
our repairman has transformed them 
into solid wastes under RCRA. The bad 
part of this is that our refrigerator re
pairman has thus transformed himself 
into a waste generator for purposes of 
RCRA, with all of the duties and privi
leges that accompany that auspicious 
title. 

And we 're not done yet. Because the 
trace levels of certain chemicals in 
these CFC refrigerants exceed the 
EPA's "toxicity characteristic rule 
thresholds," these reclaimed CFC's are 
further reclassified as hazardous waste 
to the unending despair of our repair
man. I could stop here but I have to 
add one more note to the regulatory 
symphony which our repairman has 
been drafted to conduct. These same 
CFCs which are used as refrigerants 
have been approved by the FDA as 
pharmaceutical propellants because 
they are safe and effective. In other 
words, millions of asthmatic Ameri
cans including refrigerator repairmen, 
breathe through their bronchodialators 
everyday the exact same chemicals 
over which the EPA is driving refrig
erator repairmen crazy. 

Here's another example: The U.S. De
partment of Agriculture has made it
self as adept as anyone at scribbling 
nonsensical rules. Any product con
taining meat or poultry must have a 
label which meets certain standards. 
OK, I'll buy that; it even makes sense. 
The problem is, unlike any other label
ing program, USDA doesn't trust its 
producers to meet those standards so 
they require prior approval. 

Boy, that's tough but I guess if I were 
a producer, I could deal with it. The 
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problem becomes aggravated because 
while USDA doesn't trust its producers 
to label their packages correctly, the 
producers can't trust USDA to process 
their labels at all. 

The eight highly paid, nonelected, 
unaccountable label reviewers who's 
job it is to process 180,000 labels a year, 
work in a system which is so ineffi
cient that a private industry of label 
expediters is booming in Washington. 
The label expediters are hired by the 
proO.ucers to help usher label applica
tions through the USDA process. As 
though this chaos were not bad enough, 
whenever the department changes its 
rules, all existing labels must be resub
mitted and re-approved. 

Now I ask you, should we expect your 
average poultry farmer to go through 
the hassles and the expenses and the 
delays involved with putting a label on 
its product for no reason except that 
inefficient bureaucrats don't trust 
them to follow the rules? 

Earlier, I mentioned bureaucrats who 
could never get a job working in the 
businesses they regulate. Let me give 
you an example. In drafting regula
tions for the Fair Housing Act, a bu
reaucrat at the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development developed a 
brainstorm. He proposed requiring all 
multi-unit housing with balconies to 
build these balconies flush with the in
side door level so that wheelchairs 
could go in and out. 

Well, his superiors at HUD loved the 
idea and incorporated such a rule in 
their initial regulations. The problem, 
of course, as any architect or home
builder could tell you, is that the rea
son you have a step from any door 
going in or out of your house is so that 
your home doesn't flood every time it 
rains. 

I know, it's too much to expect paper 
pushing regulators to know about such 
things as basic construction even if 
they are drafting the requirements to 
which every American commercial 
builder must adhere. In any case, the 
builders were lucky. It seems that this 
was the sort of mistake the regulators 
could comprehend once it was pointed 
out to them and they modified the re
quirement. 

Which brings me to another point 
and the only positive thing about the 
pencil pushers who dream up night
mares like this; their regulations are 
not written in stone. Their pencil 
scratching can be changed or erased. 
That's what happened to OSHA's clean 
hard hat rule . A brilliant piece of pen
cil pushing which required that all 
hard hats be disinfected before chang
ing hands. The only measurable effect 
of this rule was its cost, some $60 mil
lion a year. Some persuasive arm 
twisting combined with OSHA's failure 
to document a single case of someone 
catching something from an " infected" 
hard hat led the agency to erase this 
requirement from its regulations. 

Laugh if you will, I find tremendous 
hope and encouragement from victories 
like this. Hopefully, the President's 
moratorium will embolden us to do 
what our economy needs and our tax
payers want: Grab some of these out
of-control, overzealous, bureaucratic 
regulators and break their pencils. 

Madam Speaker, this country has 
grown in regulations beyond one's 
imagination. 

In the early Reagan years the move
ment to curtail industry regulation 
was successful in various areas of eco
nomic regulation. Toward the mid-
1980's, however, there was a definite re
turn to business as usual evident in the 
rapid growth in Federal regulatory 
agency spending and staffing. Regu
latory expenditures rose by 21 percent 
between the 1981and1990 budgets. 

What we have now is a Congress in
tent on passing more and more regula
tions. Only recently has the adminis
tration reinvigorated the institutional 
structure of restraint that was at the 
forefront of the early 1980's. The Fed
eral Government uses regulations as a 
way of advancing various policy agen
das without spending Federal money. 
Compliance costs show up in the budg
ets of companies in the private sector 
and not in Government's budget. Regu
lations pay off twice for Members of 
Congress. They can tell their constitu
ents that they voted for clean· air and 
for the civil rights of the disabled. At 
the same time they can attack the pri
vate sector for raising prices to pass 
the cost of complying with regulations 
onto the consumer. 

The new Clean Air Act and the Amer
icans With Disabilities Act are just two 
examples of the reregulation trend of 
the 1990's. They are also two examples 
of Congress ignoring any sort of cost
benefi t analysis and mandating the use 
of the most expensive methods to 
achieve the goals of legislation. 

The argument for regulation is 
flawed. It quite often does not accom
plish its intended goals, it causes a 
wasteful reallocation of resources and 
most often results in costly side ef
fects. If something is not done to con
trol and turn back this dangerous 
trend, the consumer will continue to 
pay the cost of these regulations every 
time they buy a product whose price 
includes the rising expense of comply
ing with more and more regulations. 
New estimates show that the combined 
effect of all regulations amounts to 
$400 to $500 billion per year or a stag
gering $4,000 to $5,000 per family each 
year. Meanwhile, the U.S. is suffering 
tremendously in productivity growth 
and losses in competitiveness. 

Without including the new wave of 
regulations from the Clean Air Act and 
ADA, Government agencies are churn
ing out 17 percent more rules than in 
the 1980's; 

Federal governmental spending on 
regulation is at its highest level in his-

tory and rising rapidly. It will cost an 
estimated $13 billion for the regulatory 
machine to run in 1992--an increase of 
almost 6%; and 

In constant 1982 dollars, this trans
lates to about a 2 percent rise to more 
than $9 billion-a record high to ad
minister the myriad of Federal regula
tions affecting the U.S. economy. 

SOME AREAS OF REGULATION GROWTH AND 
DIRECT COSTS 

Environment: 
Environmental regulation has grown 

at an astounding rate in the last few 
years, now comprising 38 percent of the 
entire regulatory budget; 

Spending by EPA has been rising 
steadily since 1983, up a total of 177 
percent to $3.7 billion in the 1990 budg
et; 

EPA estimates that in 1990, direct 
regulatory compliance expenditures 
amounted to some $99 billion, sharp in
creases lie ahead with the Clean Air 
Act; 

The Clean Air Act will cost an added 
$25-$35 billion a year over and above 
the more than $100 million spent annu
ally on all pollution controls; 

Environmental regulations cost con
sumers more than $1,000 per family 
each year; and 

Pollution abatement and control ex
penditures in 1986 amounted to $300 per 
person in the United States; pre-1990 
pollution-control costs amounted to 
about $16.8 billion annually, new 1990 
legislative standards will add an esti
mated $3.5 billion to annual pollution 
control costs- costs are imposed on all 
car producers and consumers but its 
benefits are limited to a few high-den
sity, high-pollution areas like Los An
geles and New York. 

Judicial-the courts have become an 
added layer of regulatory review and 
the most costly form of indirect regu
lation: 

Liability law, a surrogate social in
surance mechanism for injury victims, 
has increased public control of business 
and expanded the vulnerability of 
firms, government, and nonprofit agen
cies; 

The tort tax directly costs the Amer
ican consumer, business, and the Gov
ernment at least $80 billion a year; 

Many of the taxes are indirect, ex. 
doctors spend $3.50 on average in ef
forts to avoid this tax for every $1 of 
direct tort tax they pay, tort tax 
amounts to an estimated $300 billion 
annually on the U.S. economy; 

Tort tax gives a direct cost advan
tage to foreign firms over U.S. firms
foreign firms often escape the full force 
of American liability laws because of 
antiquated jurisdictional rules while 
foreign consumers often resort to 
American courts to sue U.S. based 
firms under more generous rules; and 

These laws make the United States 
far less innovative than i t would be as 
new products and designs are far more 
likely to be viewed as risky. 
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INDIRECT COSTS: PRODUCTIVITY COSTS AND 

EFFECTS ON INNOVATION 

A broad assessment of the cost of 
regulations, however, is much greater 
in indirect costs. Regulation has im
posed huge costs in the form of reduced 
rates of productivity growth and tech
nological innovation. While it is dif
ficult to measure, there is now strong 
evidence that the reductions in produc
tivity growth which started in the 
early 1970's are due in part to Federal 
regulations. Regulations reduce the 
rate at which new technologies are de
veloped and new products are intro
duced. This directly reduces the ability 
of U.S. firms to compete in the domes
tic and international marketplace. 

As society shifts more and more re
sources to regulatory compliance, less 
capital and labor are available for the 
production of goods and services. At 
the same time distortions in the pro
duction process that may cause delays 
or more expensive ways of doing things 
tend to diminish productivity; 

Some estimate that about 30 percent 
of the decline in productivity growth in 
manufacturing in the 1970's could be 
attributed to OSHA and EPA regula
tion alone. Given the size of the U.S. 
economy, a reduction in productivity 
growth of this magnitude translates 
into about $10 billion per year of lost 
output; 
, Regulation has caused a tremendous 
reduction in the rate of the introduc
tion of new drugs in the United States 
between 1950--62 an average of 46 new 
drugs were approved by the FDA each 
year-from 1963-75, an average of 16 
were approved annually, a 43 percent 
drop-with this there is a significant 
reduction in welfare as the costs of de
veloping new drugs is increased, the 
U.S. drug industry is less competitive 
which leads to higher consumer prices 
and reduced choice; 

The increasing number, size and un
predictability of product liability dam
age awards cause a rise in the cost of 
liability insurance and the withdrawal 
of products from the marketplace; and 

Regulation greatly affects the rate 
and timing of technological innovation 
and the regulatory lag results in delays 
in the introduction of new products-
this is especially important in the 
pharmaceutical industry and threatens 
the United States lead in bio
technology. 

EFFECTIVENESS OF REGULATIONS AND 
UNINTENDED SIDE EFFECTS 

Even well-intentioned regulations 
can have unintended side effects that 
may be more damaging than the prob
lems regulators were trying to solve. 
Many regulations entail losers with no 
winners and create great losses in 
consumer welfare. 

Fuel economy standards such as 
CAFE have led to lighter cars that are 
inherently less safe than the cars 
would have been developed without 
these standards-the cost of additional 

losses of life and injury will more than 
offset the benefit of conserving gas-
downsizing has led to thousands of ad
ditional highway fatalities per year; 

The Consumer Product Safety Com
mission promulgated regulations re
quiring that children's sleepwear be 
fire retardant-this led to an increase 
in cancer risk when it was discovered 
that the leading fire retardant chemi
cal for fabrics possessed carcinogenic 
properties; 

The requirement that some drug 
products be sold in containers with in
tentionally inconvenient safety caps 
has induced so many consumers to 
leave caps off containers or put medi
cation in other containers that one 
study concluded that accidental 
poisonings are higher than they would 
have been had the safety regulation 
not been imposed; 

Unnecessary delays by the FDA in 
the approval of life-saving drugs have 
led to the deaths of thousands of pa
tients denied access to the drugs; 

United States-Japanese negotiated 
voluntary export restraints created a 
deadweight efficiency loss of $5 billion 
dollars reflecting $14 billion in costs to 
the American consumer only partially 
offset by $9 billion in higher U.S. auto
maker profits; 

Milk regulation in the form of artifi
cially higher prices redistributes about 
$500 million annually from consumers 
to producers; and 

Davis-Bacon Act and minimum wage 
laws transfer income to targeted work
ers from the rest of society. 

Not all regulations are well-intended. 
Much regulation has been implemented 
in the name of social costs but the pro
ponents of the regulations often have 
other motives. 

In general small business must bear a 
greater burden relative to larger busi
ness in complying with regulations, 
this is evident with environmental reg
ulations, consumer safety has not been 
significantly improved but standards 
have raised prices by as much as 4 per
cent which puts small producers at a 
disadvantage; 

Regulations are often promoted by 
certain regions of the country or indus
tries to reduce the competitiveness of 
other regions or industries; and 

Some industries promote the imple
mentation of certain standards in order 
to keep out foreign imports rather 
than enhance the safety of a product. 

PROCESS VERSUS OBJECTIVES 

Congress often specifies more expen
sive and less effective technology to 
meet goals. 

It is uncertain that the Clean Air Act 
will be effective in improving air qual
ity, however, the costs are much great
er than necessary for the improvement 
that would be achieved- more efficient 
and effective pollution control policies 
could produce savings of 4~90 percent 
of current compliance costs; 

In the case of sulphur dioxide emis
sions from powerplants, utilities were 

required to install costly and unreli
able scrubbers. For many powerplants 
an equally effective but less costly ap
proach would have been to shift to low 
sulfur coal. The use of scrubbers added 
at least 20 percent to the real construc
tion costs; 

Powerplants are required to con
struct smoke stacks 1,000 feet or more 
in height in order to disperse pollut
ants. Current research suggests that 
these high smoke stacks may be a con
tributor to acid rain, and 

OSHA in efforts to control factory 
noise often . require costly changes in 
machinery and workplace organization 
when ear plugs would be just as eff ec
ti ve. Studies have estimated that al
lowing for greater flexibility in the 
method of compliance could reduce the 
cost of meeting the health and safety 
objectives by an estimated 20 to 80 per
cent. 

TRENDS IN REGULATORY STAFFING 
[Mill ions in constant 1982 dollars) 

1970 .................. ........ .......... ...... ... ..................... .... ... .. 
1980 ................................ .. ....... ............ .. ......... .. ..... .. 
1990 ............ ........... .. ........... .. ... .. ........... ....... .... ...... .. 
1991 .............................. ...... ...... .... ... ............ .. ......... . 
Percent change per year: 

1970-80 "" 
1980-90 ........ . 
1990-92 .. 

Regu
latory 

personnel 

71 ,233 
121 ,670 
114,591 
122,406 

5.5 
-0.6 

3.3 

Regu
latory ad
ministra
lion costs 

$3,335 
7,355 
8,542 
9,125 

8.3 
1.5 
3.4 

There will be a record number of peo
ple required to run the regulatory ac
tivities of the Federal Government. In 
1992, regulatory staffing is projected to 
total 122,400. This tops the previous 
1980 high of 121, 700 people. After a dra
matic reduction in force in the early 
Reagan years, followed by a gradual, 
but relentless staffing buildup, staffing 
figures are now higher than they were 
at the end of the Carter administra
tion; 

The EPA budget has increased by 31 
percent in the last 3 years and staffing 
at this agency has expanded by 23 per
cent. Staffing in the environmental 
area, which accounted for only 6 per
cent of staffing in 1970 will reach an 18 
percent share in 1992; and 

EPA accounts for more than 33 per
cent of the entire regulatory budget. 
Staffing at the EPA is 15% of the total 
regulatory headcounts. 

Madam Speaker, there are so many 
issues when one starts talking about 
regulations and the cost to the econ
omy, and more particularly the cost to 
the consumer. But I cannot stop this 
special order without mentioning an 
article which appeared in the February 
4 edition of the Wall Street Journal 
which was sent around as a "Dear Col
league" by the distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. EWING]. He 
included this article written by Rich
ard Rosenow entitled, " So You Want 
To Get Your Roof Fixed." I will just 
read this and conclude with a few sum
mary remarks. 
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Suppose you own a roofing business, and 

one morning you get a call from your neigh
bor, whose garage roof is leaking. He tells 
you that the roof is asphalt-based, and you 
agree to send a repair crew to try to fix it. 
In order to fully comply with federal regula
tions that are in effect today, you would 
have to: 

First examine the roof to determine 
whether asbestos is present. There is a good 
chance that an asphalt roof will at least in
clude asbestos-containing base flashings and 
cements; if they do. Environmental Protec
tion Agency regulations will apply, and Oc
cupational Safety and Health Agency regula
tions may apply. 

It is very likely that you won't know from 
a visual examination whether asbestos is 
present. In that case, you will have to cut a 
sample from the roof, and patch it to avoid 
leaks at the point of the sample cut. You 
will then send the sample, after you have 
bagged it properly, to an accredited labora
tory, and delay your repair work until the 
sample is analyzed. (In some states, only a 
certified abatement contractor is allowed to 
make this test cut.) 

If you discover that asbestos is contained 
in the roof, you must: 

Notify the owner (your neighbor) in writ
ing: 

Notify the EPA Regional Office (10 days 
prior to beginning work, which will mean 
your neighbor's roof will continue to leak): 

Be sure that at least one person on your re
pair crew is trained to satisfy EPA require
ments: 

Conduct air monitoring on the job, once 
you are able to start work, to determine 
whether emissions of asbestos will exceed 
OSHA's action level. You can't do this, of 
course, until the 10-day EPA notification pe
riod has passed. 

Once you begin any repair work, you will 
have to "adequately wet" the materials. 
EPA defines this as "thoroughly penetrat
ing" the asbestos-containing material, which 
is an interesting concept for a waterproof 
material like asphalt. EPA also stipulates 
that there be no "visible emissions" on the 
job, even if you can demonstrate that the 
emissions contain no asbestos fibers. 

You will then have to vacuum the dust 
generated by any "cutting" that you do, put 
it in double bags, and take it to an approved 
landfill. 

You will also be responsible for prohibiting 
smoking on the job site, and are subject to 
fine if one of your employees lights up. 

You will probably wonder why your neigh
bor will be asked to absorb all of the costs 
associated with these steps, since hundreds 
of test samples have shown no asbestos expo
sures above acceptable limits in roofing op
erations. 

You must ensure that your crew is trained 
about any hazardous materials that they 
may encounter. (These will include the gaso
line you use to power the pump on your roof
ing kettle.) You will also have to be sure 
that copies of the appropriate Material Safe
ty Data Sheets are present at the work site, 
and that all containers are properly labeled. 

Your crew must also be thoroughly trained 
in handling these materials. This will be de
termined not by what steps you have taken 
to train them, but by what your employees 
tell the OSHA inspector who asks them what 
they have been taught. 

Because you are transporting asphalt at a 
temperature above 212 degrees, so that your 
crew won't have to wait two or three hours 
at your neighbor's home for the asphalt to 
heat, you must: 

Mark the side of your roofing kettle with 
a sticker that says "HOT" in capital letters: 

Complete shipping papers before the truck 
leaves your yard: 

Have emergency response procedures de
veloped in the event the kettle should turn 
over en route to your neighbor's home: 

Be sure that your driver has been drug
tested, and has a commercial driver's li
cense: 

Be sure that the driver completes his log 
sheets for the day, and stops 25 miles after he 
leaves your yard to see if the load has shift
ed: 

Be sure that your kettle has a hazardous 
material placard, in addition to the "HOT" 
sticker mentioned above. 

Because your vehicle is being driven for 
work-related matters, you must be sure that 
the driver wears his seat belt, and has re
ceived driver training. If he does not wear 
his seat belt, you, of course, will be fined. 

Assuming you have met other OSHA safety 
standards, and are satisfied you will be in 
compliance with local and state regulations. 
It is now safe for you to begin. Your most 
dangerous act, however, is yet to come: pre
senting your neighbor with his bill, and ex
plaining why your costs have increased so 
dramatically in the three years since these 
regulations have been promulgated. 

0 2215 
This is one story of a thousand of 

them out there. This is what is happen
ing to America. This is why families 
are having a hard time making it. 

If we take the taxes that all govern
ments levy on the American family and 
we add the cost of regulation to the 
American family and we add some 
other incidental government costs, 
over 50 percent of the American fami
ly's income goes to some sort of cost 
either directly or indirectly. 

No wonder the American people are 
fed up with the size of their Govern
ment. No wonder the American people 
are being shown in poll after poll done 
recently that they are totally discour
aged with their Government and the 
lack of the ability for their Govern
ment to understand what is happening 
to the American family. 

Madam Speaker, we could go on and 
on all night long, and we will go on 
every day from now until the end of 
the 90-day moratorium on regulations. 
And we hope that we raise the visi
bility to the American people of what 
is happening to them in increased 
consumer costs, in the lack of competi
tiveness, the loss of jobs that is due to 
overregulation of our economy. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. WEBER (at the request of Mr. 

MICHEL), for today, on account of the 
birth of his new baby girl, Jacqueline 
Victoria. 

Mr. YATES (at the request of Mr. GEP
HARDT), for today, on account of ill
ness. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis-

lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. HASTERT) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. RIGGS, for 5 minutes each day, on 
March 4 and 5. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington, for 60 
minutes each day, on March 4, 5, and 
11. 

Mr. RAMSTAD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming, for 5 min

utes, on March 5. 
Mr. HASTERT, for 60 minutes each 

day, on March 9, 10, and 11. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. DURBIN) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. RICHARDSON, for 5 minutes each 

day, on March 10 and 12. 
Mr. RICHARDSON, for 60 minutes each 

day, on March 9, 11, and 13. · 
Mr. HOYER, for 5 minutes, on 

March 5. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida in committee 
today prior to the vote on the Danne
meyer amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, on House Concurrent Reso
lution 287. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. HASTERT) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN in four instances. 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. 
Mr. WELDON. 
Mr. MCGRATH. 
Mr. SCHULZE. 
Mr. STEARNS in two instances. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
Mr. SHUSTER. 
Mr. VUCANOVICH. 
Mr. RITTER. 
Mr. MICHEL. 
Mr. BALLENGER. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. DURBIN) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. ORTON. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. 
Mr. ANTHONY. 
Mr. TALLON. 
Mr. HAMILTON in two instances. 
Ms. OAKAR. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. 
Mr. STALLINGS. 
Mr. LEVINE of California. 
Mr. MATSUI. 
Mr. JACOBS. 
Mr. RANGEL. 
Mr. SCHUMER. 
Mr. BERMAN. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. 
Mr. LIPINSKI in two instances. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. 
Mr. MARKEY in three instances. 
Mr. WEISS. 
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Mr. HUBBARD. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 

Mr. ROSE from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills and joint res
olutions of the House of the following 
titles, which were thereupon signed by 
the Speaker: 

H.R. 2092. An act to carry out obligations 
of the United States under the United Na
tions Charter and other international agree
ments pertaining to the protection of human 
rights by establishing a civil action for re
covery of damages from an individual who 
engages in torture or extrajudicial killing; 

H.R. 4113. An act to permit the transfer be
fore the expiration of the otherwise applica
ble 60-day congressional review period of the 
obsolete training aircraft carrier U .S.S. Lex
ington to the Corpus Christi Area Convention 
and Visitors Bureau, Corpus Christi, Texas, 
for use as a naval museum and memorials; 

H.J. Res. 343. Joint resolution to designate 
March 12, 1992, as "Girl Scouts of the United 
States of America 80th Anniversary Day"; 

H.J. Res. 350. Joint resolution design~1.ting 
March 1992 as "Irish-American Heritage 
Month"; and 

H.J. Res. 395. Joint resolution designating 
February 6, 1992, as "National Women and 
Girls in Sports Day." 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. DELAY. Madam Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 10 o'clock and 21 minutes 
p.m.) under its previous order,1 the 
House adjourned until Thur~day, 
March 5, 1992, at 10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

3001. A letter from the Comptroller of the 
Department of Defense, transmitting one re
port of violation that occurred in the De
partment of the Navy, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
1517(b); to the Committee on Appropriations. 

3002. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Navy, transmitting notification that a major 
defense acquisition program has breached 
the unit cost by more than 15 percent, pursu
ant to 10 U.S.C. 2433; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

3003. A letter from the Secretary of En
ergy, transmitting the annual report of ac
tions under the Powerplant and Industrial 
Fuel Use Act of 1978 during calendar year 
1991, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 8482; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

3004. A letter from the Secretary of En
ergy, transmitting the 1991 report to the 
Congress on energy targets, pursuant to 42 
U.S.C. 736l(c); to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

3005. A letter from the Director, U.S. Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, transmit
ting the fiscal year 1993 arms control impact 
statement, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2576; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
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3006. A letter from the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, transmitting a report of activities 
under the Freedom of Information Act for 
calendar year 1991, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
552(e); to the Committee on Government Op
erations. 

3007. A letter from the Office of Adminis
tration, Executive Office of the President, 
transmitting a report of activities under the 
Freedom of Information Act for calendar 
year 1991, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

3008. A letter from the Secretary, Federal 
Trade Commission, transmitting a report of 
activities under the Freedom of Information 
Act for calendar year 1991, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 552(e); to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

3009. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Endowment for the Arts, transmitting a re
port of activities under the Freedom of Infor
mation Act for calendar year 1991, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 

3010. A letter from the Railroad Retire
ment Board, transmitting a copy of the an
nual report in compliance with the Govern
ment in the Sunshine Act during the cal
endar year 1991, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552b(j); 
to the Committee on Government Oper
ations. 

3011. A letter from the Executive Director, 
U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council, transmit
ting the Council's annual report in compli
ance with the Inspector General Act Amend
ments of 1988; to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

3012. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Collection and Disbursement, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting no
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

3013. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Collection and Disbursement, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting no
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

3014. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Collection and Disbursement, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting no
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

3015. A letter from the Administrator of 
National Banks, Comptroller of the Cur
rency, transmitting the annual report of 
consumer complaints filed against national 
banks and the disposition of those com
plaints; jointly, to the Committees on En
ergy and Commerce and Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs . . 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. H.R. 
3732. A bill to amend the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 to eliminate the division 
of discretionary appropriations into three 
categories for purposes of a discretionary 
spending limit for fiscal year 1993, and for 
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 
102-446, Pt. 2). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey: 
H.R. 4376. A bill to terminate the authori

ties of the Overseas Private Investment Cor
poration, to require the Secretary of Labor 
to propose a plan for the organization of do
mestic employment and training investment 
corporation, and for other purposes; jointly, 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs, and Edu
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. BAKER: 
H.R. 4377. A bill to require the Adminis

trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency to establish standards for the inclu
sion of radioactive materials in toxic and 
hazardous waste sites subject to regulation 
by the Administrator; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Interior and Insular Affairs and 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. LEVINE of California (for him
self, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
GEJDENSON, Mr. KYL, Mr. WAXMAN, 
and Mr. KASICH): 

H.R. 4378. A bill to prohibit exports of dual 
use items to terrorist countries, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. OWENS of Utah: 
H.R. 4379. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to permit the rapid amorti
zation of property which is part of new do
mestic manufacturing facilities; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SCHULZE: 
H.R. 4380. A bill to authorize the establish

ment of United States-Taiwan and United 
States-Republic of Korea free-trade areas; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RAHALL: 
H.R. 4381. A bill to amend the Surface Min

ing Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 to 
facilitate the reclamation and restoration of 
abandoned coal mine lands; to the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

H.R. 4382. A bill to modify the boundaries 
of the New River Gorge National River, the 
Gauley River National Recreation Area, and 
the Bluestone National Scenic River in West 
Virginia; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SERRANO: 
H.R. 4383. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to permit the issuance of 
mortgage revenue bonds to . finance the sale 
of certain newly constructed two family resi
dences; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SIKORSKI: 
H.R. 4384. A bill to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to provide that employees of 
the Veterans Health Administration ex
cluded from subchapter II of chapter 75 of 
such title as a result of the enactment of 
Public Law 101-376 be restored to coverage 
under such subchapter, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

H.R. 4385. A bill to amend the Railroad Re
tirement Act of 1974, the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, and the Railroad Unemploy
ment Insurance Act to resolve questions of 
coverage under· those acts, and for other pur
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Energy 
and Commerce and Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: 
H.R. 4386. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to authorize the donation of ex
cess military clothing, medical supplies, and 
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sundry articles to State and local govern
ments to assist homeless individuals; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. SUNDQUIST: 
H.R . 4387. A bill to ensure that single fam

ily properties leased from the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development for use by 
the homeless have been marketed for sale for 
at least 60 days; to the Committee on Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. TRAFICANT: 
H.R. 4388. A bill to reauthorize the emer

gency homeownership counseling program 
under section 106(c) of the Housing and 
Urban Development Act of 1968 for fiscal 
years 1993 and 1994; to the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. WILSON: 
H.R. 4389. A bill to remove restrictions on 

Export-Import Bank financing of exports to 
the former Soviet republics, including re
strictions on exports of goods or services in
volving research, exploration, or production 
of fossil fuel energy resources; jointly, to the 
Committees on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs and Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ENGEL: 
H.R. 4390. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to provide that the treat
ment of tenant-stockholders in cooperative 
housing corporations also shall apply to 
stockholders of corporations that only own 
the land on which the residences are located; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HERTEL: 
H.J. Res. 432. Joint resolution designating 

April 26, 1992, through May 2, 1992, as "Na
tional Adult and Continuing Education 
Week"; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. McGRATH: 
H. Res. 388. Resolution expressing the sense 

of the House of Representatives that the 
United States should seek a final conclusive 
account of the whereabouts and definitive 
fate of Raoul Wallenberg; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. RUSSO (for himself, Mr. MAN
TON, and Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI): 

H. Res. 389. Resolution concerning peace 
with justice in Ireland; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori

als were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

336. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
House of Representatives of the State of 
Florida, relative to military retirement; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

337. Also, Memorial of the House of Rep
resentatives of the State of Illinois, relative 
to revenue sharing programs of the U.S. Gov
ernment; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

338. Also, Memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of Indiana, relative to the 
assassination of President John F . Kennedy; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 

339. Also, Memorial of the House of Rep
resentatives of the State of Florida, relative 
to buy American; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. GINGRICH introduced a bill (H.R. 4391) 

for the relief of Larry Errol Pieterse; which 

was referred to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

ADDITION AL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule Y~II. sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 78: Mr. GILLMOR and Mr. 
ROHRABACHER. 

H.R. 301: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 327: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 467: Mr. BROWN and Mr. MINETA. 
H.R. 640: Mr. GEREN of Texas. 
H.R. 643: Mr. RAY and Mr. SCHAEFER. 
H.R. 747: Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. 

GEREN of Texas, Mr. ALLEN, and Mr. SMITH of 
Texas. 

H.R. 856: Mr. HAYES of Illinois and Mr. 
MCNULTY. 

H.R. 860: Mr. ANTHONY, Mr. DE LA GARZA, 
Mr. HAYES of Illinois, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. 
OXLEY, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr. 
SHAYS, Mr. MCGRATH, Mr. KOPETSKI, and Mr. 
SCHUMER. 

H.R. 886: Mr. BACCHUS. 
H.R. 888: Mr. BRYANT and Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 917: Mr. LEHMAN of California, Mr. 

OBEY, and Mr. LOWERY of California. 
H.R. 951: Mr. ALLEN. 
H.R. 1077: Mr. MCGRATH, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. 

ENGLISH, Mr. Goss, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. AUCOIN, 
Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, and Mr. 
PALLONE. 

H.R. 1188: Mr. BILBRAY, Ms. NORTON, and 
Mr. EVANS. 

H.R. 1330: Mr. HOPKINS and Mr. NATCHER. 
H.R. 1335: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. RINALDO, 

and Mr. LIVINGSTON. 
H.R. 1406: Mr. FLAKE and Mr. PASTOR. 
H.R . 1414: Mr. BROOMFIELD. 
H.R. 1456: Mr. WALSH and Mr. ALLEN. 
H.R. 1536: Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. Goss, Ms. 

HORN, and Mr. SOLOMON. 
H.R. 1543: Mr. LIVINGSTON. 
H.R. 1681: Mr. TOWNS and Mr. STARK. 
H.R. 1882: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 

SANDERS, Mr. KLUG, Mr. WISE, Mr. DAVIS, 
Mr. MACHTLEY, and Mr. FIELDS. 

H.R. 2075: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
STAGGERS, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mrs. MINK, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. YATES, and Mr. LEVINE of Cali
fornia . 

H.R. 2149: Mr. MCGRATH, Mr. CLINGER, and 
Mr. ALLEN. 

H.R. 2299: Mr. HAYES of Illinois. 
H.R. 2415: Mr. GORDON. 
H.R. 2437: Mr. ROSE, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. 

MAZZOLI, and Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland. 
H.R. 2540: Mr. SAXTON and Mr. HA YES of Il

linois. 
H.R . 2569: Mr. LAGOMARSINO. 
H.R . 2650: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. KOL

TER, Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. BLAZ, Mr. TAYLOR of 
Mississippi, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
PASTOR, Mr. PORTER, Mr. FROST, and Mr. 
WALSH. 

H.R . 2726: Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 2743: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 2744: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 2782: Mr. LUKEN, Mr. MOODY, Mrs. 

LOWEY of New York, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. 
WILSON , Mr. TOWNS, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, Mr. SABO, and Mr. BUSTAMANTE. 

H.R . 2797: Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. FRANKS of Con
necticut, Mr. GORDON, Mr. GREEN of New 
York, Mr. GUARINI, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con
necticut, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. 
McDERMOTT, Mr. MCEWEN, Mr. MORRISON, 
Mr. PASTOR, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. PENNY, Mr. 
RAMSTAD, Mr. SIKORSKI, and Mr. SISISKY. 

H.R. 2798: Mr. SKELTON and Mr. MCEWEN. 

H.R. 2808: Mr. HUCKABY. 
H.R. 2880: Ms. OAKAR. 
H.R. 3035: Mr. PETRI. 
H.R. 3051: Mr. KOSTMA YER and Mr. 

HOCHBRUECKNER. 
H.R. 3063: Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 3101: Mr. TRAXLER. 
H.R. 3222: Mrs. BOXER and Mr. GRANDY. 
H.R. 3385: Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. 
H.R. 3386: Mr. RAVENEL. 
H.R. 3393: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. SAV-

AGE, and Mr. DWYER of New Jersey. 
H.R. 3439: Mr. ALLEN. 
H.R. 3599: Mr. JEFFERSON and Mr. DAVIS. 
H.R. 3605: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
H.R. 3613: Mr. CONDIT, Mr. MILLER of Wash

ington, Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland, Mr. 
w AXMAN. Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. CAMPBELL of 
Colorado, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
ATKINS, Mr. BONIOR, and Mr. JOHNSON of 
Sou th Dakota. 

H.R. 3627: Mr. FAZIO, Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. FA
WELL, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. JONES of North Caro
lina, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. LEWIS 
of Florida, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. BILI
RAKIS, Mr. HOAGLAND, and Mr. lNHOFE. 

H.R. 3763: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. LEHMAN of California, Mr. Cox of 
California, and Mr. EDWARDS of California. 

H.R. 3780: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 3782: Mr. OLVER. 
H.R. 3803: Mr. FROST and M!'. FOGLIETTA. 
H.R. 3887: Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 
H.R. 3908: Mr. OWENS of New York and Mr. 

FROST. 
H.R. 3939: Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. LEHMAN of Flor

ida, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr. EVANS, 
Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. MORAN, Mr. DIXON, Mr. JEF
FERSON, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, and 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. 

H.R. 3967: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts and 
Mr. PACKARD. 

H.R. 3975: Mr. SWIFT, Mr. WEISS, Mr. BEN-
NETT, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and Mr. SIKORSKI. 

H.R. 3978: Mr. GAYDOS. 
H.R. 3994: Mr. LIVINGSTON and Mr. RINALDO. 
H.R. 3998: Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. NEAL of North 

Carolina, Mr. FROST, Mrs. LLOYD, and Mr. 
HUGHES. 

H.R. 4045: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. HORN, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. 
BRYANT, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. YATES, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. ROSE, Mr. TRAXLER, and Mr. 
SKAGGS. 

H.R. 4051: Mr. TRAXLER and Mr. DWYER of 
New Jersey. 

H.R. 4073: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA and Mr. 
STOKES. 

H.R. 4083: Mr. DAVIS, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. PENNY, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. 
WELDON, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. JEFFERSON, and 
Mr. GEREN of Texas. 

H.R. 4092: Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. FORD of 
Tennessee, and Mr. BUSTAMANTE. 

H.R. 4093: Mr. HOPKINS. 
H.R. 4104: Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. 

OWENS of Utah, Mr. COBLE, Mr. HASTERT, and 
Mr. OXLEY. 

H.R. 4161: Mr. PORTER, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. 
TOWNS, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. LEH
MAN of Florida, Mr. MORAN, Mr. DYMALLY, 
Mr. DURBIN, and Mr. FEIGHAN. 

H.R. 4175: Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. EVANS, 
Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. DIXON, Mr. ABERCROM
BIE, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. VENTO, 
Mr. FROST, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. FORD of Ten
nessee, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. LEHMAN of California, 
Mrs. LLOYD, MR. MILLER of California, and 
Mr. MOAKLEY. 

H.R. 4204: Mr. WALSH, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr. 
FROST. 

H.R. 4206: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, and Mr. CAMP. 
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H.R. 4212: Mr. WALSH and Mr. SPRATT. 
H.R. 4234: Mr. FISH, Mr. BACCHUS and Mr. 

SCHIFF. 
H.R. 4272: Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. PAXON, Mr. 

ZELIFF, Mr. SKAGGS, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. Goss, 
Mr. ZIMMER, Mrs. RoUKEMA, and Mr. SHARP. 

H.R. 4275: Mr. CAMPBELL of California, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. HYDE, Mr. MAR
TIN, and Mr. GALLEGLY. 

H.R. 4282: Mr. WILSON, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
ROE, Mr. BONIOR, and Mr. BRYANT. 

H.R. 4319: Mr. FROST and Mr. FIELDS. 
H.R. 4351: Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. MCCANDLESS, 

Ms. PELOSI, and Mr. RoE. 
H.R. 4353: Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.J. Res. 357: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
H.J. Res. 371: Mr. LENT, Mr. PARKER, Mr. 

PRICE, Mr. RHODES, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. ROE, Mr. 
ROYBAL, and Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. 

H.J. Res. 380: Ms. NORTON, Mr. KASICH, Mr. 
VENTO, and Mr. GRANDY. 

H.J. Res. 385: Mr. GUARINI, Mr. GALLO, Mr. 
BERMAN, Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. 
DIXON, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. KOSTMAYER, and Mr. 
JENKINS. 

H.J. Res. 388: Mr. SWETT, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. 
SHIFF, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. ORTIZ, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. GRANDY, and Mr. CARPER. 

H.J. Res. 390: Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. CRANE, 
Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. 
YOUNG of Florida, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. LUKEN, 
Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. 
DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. NAGLE, Mr. OWENS 
of New York, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, 
Mr. FISH, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. 
MOAKLEY, Mr. POSHARD, Ms. KAPTUR, and 
Mr. ROEMER. 

H.J. Res. 406: Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland, 
Mr. HUGHES, Mr. WALSH, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. 
GREEN of New York, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. 
MOORHEAD, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. JOHN
SON of South Dakota, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. SLAT
TERY, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. HERGER, Mr. BAR
NARD, Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. MILLER 
of Washington, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. JENKINS, 
Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. SMITH of 
Texas, Mr. EMERSON, and Ms. OAKAR. 

H.J. Res. 407: Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland, 
Mr. FROST, and Mr. POSHARD. 

H.J. Res. 412: Mr. HORTON, Mrs. BENTLEY, 
Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. 
ORTON, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. GING
RICH, Mr. COBLE, Mr. ROE, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
DOOLITTLE, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, 
Mr. POSHARD, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. FROST, 

Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. MCMILLEN of 
Maryland, Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. DOW
NEY, Mr. STUMP, Mr. LENT, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
SCHEUER, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. HASTERT, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. 
PAXON, and Mr. MURPHY. 

H. Con. Res. 156: Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. UPTON, 
and Mr. DWYER of New Jersey. 

H. Con. Res. 224: Mr. KLUG and Mr. LAGO
MARSINO. 

H. Con. Res. 250: Mr. WEISS, Mr. HARRIS, 
Mr. WALSH, Mr. EVANS, Mr. FROST, Mr. 
NAGLE, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. WILSON. 

H. Res. 311: Mr. IRELAND and Mr. GUARINI. 
H. Res. 359: Mr. RANGEL. 
H. Res. 377: Mr. LEACH. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 650: Mr. JONTZ. 
H. Con. Res. 210: Mr. CRANE. 
H. Res. 153: Mr. BALLINGER. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
ECONOMIC SITUATION IN EGYPT 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. HAMIL TON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
bring to the attention of my colleagues a re
port on the economic situation in Egypt sut:r 
mitted to the Congress by the Agency for 
International Development Cooperation Act of 
1985, as amended. 

Egypt is the second largest recipient of Unit
ed States bilateral assistance and the trans
formation of its economy, its privatization, and 
its reform are important interests we share 
with Egypt. 

The report was submitted to the Congress 
February 20, 1992. The first part of the report 
follows here and attachments A and B to the 
report, providing tables and background, are 
retained in the files of the Committee on For
eign Affairs: 

ANNUAL REPORT ON ECONOMIC CONDITIONS IN 
EGYPT, FEBRUARY 1992 

I. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
A. Conclusions 

Egypt should be able to meet its external 
debt service obligations in 1992 because of 
the relief provided by external transfers and 
debt forgiveness provided in conjunction 
with the Gulf Crisis, the country's foreign 
exchange reserve situation, and the debt 
service relief following the Paris Club debt 
rescheduling. 

Egypt should also be able to continue to 
service its debt in the medium-to-long term 
if it stays the course on the ambitious eco
nomic reform program on which it has em
barked (and on which it is making notable 
progress) and if external factors such as in
dustrial country growth, oil prices, tourism 
and remittance earnings remain favorable. 

B. Background and Summary 
For nearly two decades, Egypt's centrally 

planned economy stimulated consumption 
and domestic investment through subsidized 
foreign exchange, domestic consumer goods 
and resources including energy (see Attach
ment B for a more complete survey). The 
principal external sources of funds were oil 
exports, Suez Canal tolls, remittances from 
workers abroad and bilateral foreign assist
ance in the form of loans, credits, credit 
guarantees and grants. Egypt borrowed heav
ily during the 1970's and 1980's to finance 
consumption, infrastructure and military 
spending. By 1980, external debt stood at 
nearly S21 billion (98% of GNP and 227% of 
exports). By 1985, It had doubled to $42 bil
lion before peaking at $55 billion (including 
arrears) in 1990. This placed the debtJGNP 
ratio at roughly 163% and the debt/export 
ratio at about 678%. By 1990, according to 
World Bank data, debt service absorbed 45% 
of goods and services export earnings, with 
21.8% accounted for by interest payments 
alone. The bulk of this debt resulted from 
long term official borrowing from bilateral 
sources (see Table 5). 

Debt service problems appeared in 1980 
when Egypt's external debt surpassed GNP 
and the government began to accumulate ar
rears to official and commercial creditors to 
cover growing current account deficits. By 
1984, interest payments arrearages had be
come serious because oil export earnings had 
declined from their 1981 high and the govern
ment was unable to identify new, alternative 
sources of foreign exchange. From 1984 to 
1988, debt service arrears increased from 
about Sl billion to $4 billion. Scheduled Debt 
service rose from S4 billion in 1983184 to $7 .6 
billion in 1990. In late 1984 and through 1985, 
the government of Egypt began deliberations 
on the underlying causes of the debt service 
problem and initiated a number of minor 
austerity measures, including subsidy reduc
tions. In 1986, following a further decline in 
the price of oil, with severe macroeconomic 
imbalances and a dramatic increase in debt 
service arrearages, the government opened 
discussions with the IMF for a stand-by ar
rangement and with the Paris Club for a debt 
rescheduling. 

To stablize its macroeconomic situation, 
Egypt negotiated an 18-month stand-by with 
the IMF, which covered the period April 1987 
to October 1988. In early 1987, Egypt resched
uled S7 billion in arrears and maturities com
ing due to Paris Club creditors .in 1987-88. 
The stand-by called for a number of eco
nomic reforms including initial actions to 
devalue the currency, minor increases in in
terest rates and budget deficit reduction, pri
marily through partial price corrections to 
reduce subsidies. In addition, the IMF and 
Paris Club understood that stronger meas
ures would be taken before the end of 1987 in 
order to increase the speed of economic sta
bilization. 

By November 1987, the inadequacy of the 
Egyptian reform effort became clearly mani
fest in missed IMF performance targets and 
the continued deterioration in key macro
economic indicators. The 1987 stand-by be
came inoperative and negotiations began in 
early 1988 for a new stand-by arrangement. 
By the early summer of 1990, Egypt's lack of 
foreign exchange threatened its ability to 
meet Brooke-sensitive debt service payments 
to the U.S. and the country was estimated to 
have accumulated SlO billion in arrears. 
Without help, the economy appeared to be on 
the verge of a major crisis. The situation 
changed markedly during the Gulf Crisis and 
its aftermath, with debt forgiveness, large 
inflows of donor assistance, a new IMF 
stand-by and agreement on a World Bank 
Structural Adjustment Loan. After the first 
review in December 1991, the IMF Board ap
proved continuation of the stand-by and 
modified targets for the remainder of the 
program. 

The significant easing of its debt service 
burden, donor transfers and the economic 
policy changes implemented during 1991 have 
greatly strengthened Egypt's capacity to 
service its debt. However, some difficult 
times lie ahead if Egypt is to capitalize on 
its newly found gains. Retaining a better 
balance in external accounts and growth in 
the economy will require continued, and 
sometimes unpopular, comprehensive re
form. The donor and creditor response to 

Egypt's situation since August 1990 has given 
Egypt what could be its best opportunity to 
proceed with the needed reforms. Undue hesi
tation in restructuring the economy could 
draw the economy back toward the economic 
morass from which it has just emerged. 

II. DEVELOPMENTS SINCE LATE 1990 

The Gulf Crisis of late 1990 was an eco
nomic watershed for Egypt. Assistance to 
Egypt as a coalition partner dramatically 
changed the conditions which confronted the 
Egyptian economy. While there were foreign 
exchange gains from the sudden spike in the 
price of oil, there were large losses in tour
ism, worker remittances and some nontradi
tional exports. Domestic economic pressures 
for food, housing and jobs increased as Ku
waiti refugees and Egyptian workers fled the 
Gulf. The business climate was depressed. 
Without help, the economy appeared to be on 
the verge of a major crisis. The IMF noted in 
retrospect that, "In such a crisis environ
ment massive economic disruption was a 
possibility." 

However, Egypt's early and staunch sup
port of the multinational effort to restore 
Kuwait led to important short-term relief 
from the country's economic problems. As 
one of several "front line" states in that 
conflict, Egypt received substantial levels of 
new external assistance via. the Gulf Crisis 
Financing Working Group (GCFCG) coun
tries. In addition, the President made a de
termination that reduction of Egypt's out
standing Foreign Military Sales debt to zero, 
pursuant to the authority in Section 592 of 
the Foreign Operations, Export Financing, 
and Related Programs Act of 1991, was essen
tial to the national security interests of the 
United States and to enhance the chances for 
peace and stability in the Middle East. As a 
prerequisite to forgiving Egypt's $6.7 billion 
military debt, the statute required the Presi
dent to seek comparable debt relief from 
Egypt's other official bilateral creditors. The 
Administration was successful in this regard. 
Gulf States and other creditor countries can
celled some $6.2 billion in Egyptian debt. To
gether, the debt reduction of about Sl2.9 bil
lion reduced Egypt's debt service burden in 
the first year alone by Sl.3 billion. Other 
creditor countries chose to take action in 
the Paris Club framework, which would de
pend on Egypt obtaining an IMF program. 

With the breathing room provided by ex
ternal assistance and debt relief, movement 
toward a reform program accelerated. In 
early 1991, Egypt implemented a number of 
prior actions required by the IMF, including 
floating foreign exchange rates, freeing in
terest rates and raising energy prices. On 
April 19, 1991 Egyptian authorities formally 
submitted a request to the IMF for a new 
stand-by arrangement. On May 17, the IMF 
Board approved a stand-by covering the pe
riod ending November 20, 1992. Paris Club 
members agreed to May 1991 to reduce 
Egypt's bilateral debt by 50% of the present 
value over three years, conditioned on adher
ence with IMF program criteria.1 On July 8-

1 Because this figure reflects the present value of 
the debt forgiven, data for changes is the debt stock 
do not necessarily add to these amounts. Rather, the 
reduction appears more starkly in outyear debt 

• This "bullet" symbol identifit:s statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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9, 1991, for the first time in a decade, a World 
Bank-led Consultative Group of bilateral and 
multilateral donors meeting in Paris re
viewed and broadly endorsed Egypt's pro
posed economic structural adjustment pro
gram. In June 1991, the World Bank Execu
tive Board approved a $300 million policy
condi tioned Structural Adjustment Loan 
(SAL) for Egypt. The loan was signed on No
vember 22, 1991. In addition, in June the 
Bank Board approved an SDR 105 million 
IDA credit for a "social fund" project and $84 
million for gas investment project. 
A. Main Features of the Government of Egypt's 

Economic Reform Program 
The government of Egypt's economic re

form program contains three general compo
nents: (a) a stabilization effort supported by 
the IMF to restore macroeconomic balance; 
(b) structural adjustment measures, assisted 
by the IBRD and other donors to improve 
overall economic efficiency; and (c) "safety 
net" provisions supported by a Social Fund 
for Development project, financed by IDA 
and other donors, and intended to cushion 
the adverse impact of economic reforms on 
the poor. 

These, in turn, are broken down into seven 
specific target areas: 

1. Macroeconomic reforms to contain infla
tion, reduce the balance of payments current 
account deficit and the government budget 
deficit and restore international credit
worthiness. Toward this end, the IMF tar
geted fiscal deficit reduction from 20% of 
GDP in 1990/91 to 10% of GDP in 1991/92 and 
6.5% of GDP in 1992193. Subsidy payments are 
to be reduced. The elasticity of the revenue 
system is to be improved. A sales tax is al
ready implemented in one move toward that 
end. Introduction of a Global Income Tax 
(GIT.) in 1992193 will be the second major step 
in a comprehensive tax reform program for 
which technical assistance is being provided 
under an AID project. 

2. Financial Sector Reforms to improve su
pervision and regulation, strengthen bank 
solvency and remove impediments to effi
cient mobilization and allocation of invest
ment resources. Market-determined interest 
rates have been effected and overall credit 
expansion is to be restrained to rates con
sistent with inflation targets. 

3. Public enterprise reforms including re
structuring and privatizing of public enter
prises and severing the "umbilical cord" be
tween public enterprises, the government 
treasury and the banking system. Public en
terprises are to be subject to the same rules 
as private firms and access to credit is to be 
based on creditworthiness. Public enterprise 
managers are to be given full management 
autonomy, including employment decisions. 
Liquidation of nonviable enterprises will be 
permitted and privatization is encouraged. A 
new Public Investments Law has already 
been enacted. 

4. Private sector reforms are intended to 
foster private sector development through 
dismantling of government monopolies, 
elimination of numerous investment and 
production controls, and creating a "more 
level playing field" for private firms vis a vis 
public enterprises in the purchase of inputs. 

5. Price liberalization aimed at having 
most prices in the economy determined by 
market forces within three years. Transport, 
energy and power prices are to rise gradually 
to international levels or, in other cases, to 
equal their long-run marginal costs of pro
duction. In January, 1991 rail passenger tar-

service payment streams, after non-Paris Club ar
rears are cleared in 1992. 
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iffs were increased by 15 to 40 percent. Cot
ton prices are to reach 60% of world prices by 
1991/92 and 66% in 1992193, eventually to ap
proach international prices. 

6. Foreign trade liberalization includes 
phasing out most nontariff trade barriers, 
lowering high tariffs, reducing the dispersion 
of tariff rates, and generally eliminating the 
anti-export bias in the trade regime. By mid-
1991, import bans were reduced from 37% im
port coverage to 23%. This figure is to fall to 
11 % of agricultural and manufacturing out
put. Protection still remains high on certain 
public enterprises and will need to be a focus 
of the second phase of liberalization. The 
multiple exchange rate system is replaced by 
a single exchange rate that reflects underly
ing market forces. 

7. A social fund for Development, in addi
tion to softening the impact on the poor, in
cludes the development of institutional ar

. rangements to facilitate labor mobility. 
B. Main Features of the IMF Agreement 

The IMF stand-by is couched in the con
text of the complete reform package, of 
which " ... the priority objective as stated 
in the Memorandum of Economic Policy of 
the Egyptian Government is to create, over 
the medium term, a decentralized market
based, outward-oriented economy that will 
restore noninflationary growth and Egypt's 
creditworthiness." a number of prior actions 
and performance criteria for the stand-by are 
spelled out in the Memorandum of Under
standing. The agreement calls for two pro
gram reviews. The first completed in Decem
ber 1991, focused on progress on economic 
and financial policies and on exchange rate 
and monetary reforms. During that review, 
understandings were reached on performance 
targets for end-March 1992, end-June 1992 and 
end-September 1992. The second review is 
scheduled for June 1992 and will focus on 
progress on economic and financial policies. 
1. Actions required and completed before signing 

the Fund Agreement 
Before a Fund agreement could be signed, 

the government had to certify, among other 
things, that: it had implemented a sales tax; 
it had increased customs duty rates by 30%; 
it had increased domestic petroleum and en
ergy prices to specified levels; it had secured 
$70 million in additional grant donor funding 
for 1990/91; it had identified $300 million in 
additional grant funding for 1991192. 

2. Performance Criteria 
Program performance criteria to be mon

itored during the stand-by include: 
a. credit ceilings not to exceed specified 

quarterly targets; 
b. net international reserves at the Central 

Bank not to fall short of specified quarterly 
benchmarks through 1991; 

c. specified limits on public sector borrow
ing short term and external debt it limited 
to specified quarterly amounts; 

d. exchange rate and trade regime cov
enants that call for: 

1. unification of the exchange rate (com
pleted December 1991), 

2. no additional or intensified restrictions 
on international payments, 

3. no reversion to multiple currency prac
tices, 

4. no new or intensified import restrictions 
for balance of payments improvement. 

e. specified adjusters to (a) and (b), above 
B. Main Features of the IBRD SAL 

The SAL draws upon the main elements of 
the broad program outlined in section A, 
above. The macroeconomic framework dove
tails with that worked out with the IMF. 
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SAL conditionality and performance mon
itoring tend to emphasize the structural di
mension of the overall reform effort. The 
conditions comprise two categories: (a) loan
signing conditions, and (b) conditions for 
second tranche release. 

1. In outline, the loan-signing conditions, 
which were met in November 1991, involved: 

a. promulgation of a new Public Invest
ment law as a keystone of public enterprise 
reform, and establishment of various institu
tional, regulatory, and staffing procedures 
necessary to implement that law and elimi
nation of centralized foreign exchange budg
eting for public sector companies; 

b. establishing a formula and time frame 
for cotton price adjustments to reach inter
national levels; 

c. extension of the liberalized investment 
law previously enjoyed by only selected 
firms. 

2. Conditions for the second tranche re
lease are detailed in Attachment B. In es
sence, nine categories of reform are speci
fied: (1) satisfactory progress in macro
economic reforms; (2) privatization of public 
enterprises; (3) legal and institutional 
changes supportive of public enterprise re
form; (4) industrial price liberalization; (5) 
energy price liberalization; (6) agricultural 
price liberalization; (7) increased privatiza
tion of fertilizer and cement distribution; (9) 
other reforms as set out in the Letter of De
velopment Policy. 
III. CHANGES TO DATE AND WHAT REMAINS TO BE 

DONE 

A. General Progress 
By any standard, the Government of Egypt 

has accomplished great deal since the Spring 
of 1990 in setting the stage for a comprehen
sive reform of its economy. In mid-1991, the 
Government of Egypt presented an list of ac
complishments to that point. These in
cluded, inter alia, President Mubarak's May 
1, 1990 announcement of a path-breaking pri
vatization program; approval of the People's 
Assembly of a new "Public Investment 
Law;" virtual elimination of investment li
censing requirements for private firms, ex
cept for a limited "negative list;" streamlin
ing of investment approval processes; begin
ning the phase-out of public trading monopo
lies; a 300 percent increase in wheat byprod
uct prices; a 500 percent increase in the price 
of petroleum products over the previous five 
years; a 400 percent increase in electricity 
prices over the same period; the declared in
tention of the government to move petro
leum prices to their international equiva
lents, and electricity prices to their long run 
marginal production costs, by mid-1995; 
elimination of subsidies on "free" sugar and 
nonrationed edible oils; reducing the value of 
industrial production covered by adminis
tered prices from 53 percent to 26 percent; re
moval of all interest rate ceilings; institu
tion of domestic credit ceilings; introduction 
of a new sales tax; progress toward a revision 
of the income tax, with target date for a law 
by mid-1992 and hope for implementation by 
early 1993; sales of locally-owned public en
terprises; breaking the direct credit line be
tween the Central Bank and the Central Gov
ernment; creating a market for Treasury 
bills; opening the market to private foreign 
exchange dealers; and unifying the foreign 
exchange rate. The agenda is an ambitious 
one. In all, more than 30 separate reform 
measures were slated just for the period 
April-June, 1991. 

B. Progress on World Bank and IMF Targets 
The loan-signing conditions for the SAL 

were met by November, 1991. It is too early 
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to measure progress on second tranche IBRD 
performance measures, but the schedule as
sumes that these are to be met in mid-1992. 

The IMF held its first performance review, 
as scheduled, in December 1991. The evalua
tion covered two quarters of 1991; April-June 
and July-September. The staff concluded 
that, overall, "Developments under the pro
gram have been mixed," citing both positive 
and less positive developments. While overall 
macroeconomic reforms remained generally 
on track, several numerical performance tar
gets for June and September were not 
achieved. The Board approved continuation 
of the stand-by and modified targets for the 
remainder of the program. 

Progress under the program: 
Directly specified policy measures called 

for in the program were generally met on 
time. 

Introduction of a treasury bill market and 
market-based interest rates; 

Inauguration of a sales tax; 
Subsidy reductions; 
Energy price increases; 
Initial banking reforms; 
Exchange rate reform. 
Better-than-expected growth performance, 

control of inflation and balance of payments 
performance. 

External arrearages were much less than 
programmed, thanks to debt forgiveness and 
Paris Club rescheduling. 

The treasury bill market appeared to be 
working smoothly, and in order to compete, 
banks have had to increase their deposit 
rates (though still not positive in real 
terms). 

The pound was more stable and stronger 
than expected. 

Areas requiring continued effort: 
Growth rates of net domestic assets of the 

banking system exceeded the target; 
Growth in credit to the public sector ex

ceeded the target; 
Government bank borrowing was above the 

target; 
Revenue and expenditure deviations from 

respective targets deviated by about 3% of 
GDP; 

The pace of monetary expansion, if not 
brought under control, could add inflation
ary pressures. 

The pace of public enterprise reform was 
slower than hoped (thereby accounting in 
part for the better than average growth and 
balance of payments performances and the 
excessive credit to the public sector). 

According to the conditions of the original 
agreement, performance targets for the bal
ance of the program were agreed to in De
cember. These, again, include quarterly 
quantitative performance targets for: net do
mestic assets, public sector credit, external 
debt ceilings, clearing of arrearages, and 
international reserve ceilings. Corrective 
measures were needed to counter the effects 
of previous slippages. These include several 
revenue increasing and expenditure reducing 
measures, and increased control over credit 
expansion. June 30, 1992 was set as the new 
date for eliminating all arrears, rather then 
December 31, 1991. As in the first phase, per
formance "adjusters" are included to allow 
for changes in circumstances such as debt 
forgiveness or a shortfall in actual debt serv
ice payments. The second program review is 
set for mid-June 1992. 

Because of the need to modify the timing 
for meeting quantitative targets, the phas
ing of purchases has been likewise amended 
for the remaining period of the program. 
Egypt reportedly made a purchase after the 
December review. 
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C. What Remains to be Done? 

In the simplest terms, what Egypt needs to 
do is to stay the course on the reform pro
gram that has been inaugurated. In the short 
term, continued fiscal discipline, restraint in 
external borrowing, tax reform, control of 
excessive credit creation, continued trade 
liberalization, and price liberalization are all 
key to ensuring that the stabilization effort 
endures. 

However, the key to the long-term viabil
ity of the reform effort will lie in measures 
that decontrol investment, maximize the use 
of markets as a resource allocation mecha
nism and privatize public enterprises early 
and at the most rapid feasible rate. Failure 
to correct the atrophy that impairs eco
nomic productivity and international com
petitiveness could ultimately undercut the 
very real, substantial, and hard-won gains 
that have already been achieved. 

The recent history of economic reform at
tempts in Egypt is not particularly encour
aging. Yet, the Government of Egypt seems 
to be committed as never before to real eco
nomic reform, and has never previously 
taken as many bold steps as it has thus far. 
The most generally expressed feeling among 
outside observers is " cautious optimism." 
While some quantitative targets have been 
missed, the general thrust is still forward, 
and to date the government seems ready to 
counter shortfalls with additional corrective 
measures. Yet the remaining required 
changes are substantial. Despite the best in
tentions, progress will not always be rapid. 
The administrative burden of these reforms 
falls on a small number of government offi
cials and staff, who must simultaneously 
manage: an IMF stand-by; and World Bank 
SAL; a Paris Club Restructuring; numerous 
bilateral aid programs; internal policy re
form; and the day-to-day operations of the 
government. Decisions will be unpopular 
with one group or another. How far reforms 
can go before " adjustment fatigue" settles 
on the population cannot be known at this 
time, but will be a decisive factor in deter
mining whether this ambitious program will 
reach fruition. 

THE 50TH WEDDIN(} ANNIVERSARY 
OF HENRY AND MARY GRZELAK 

HON. WILLIAM 0. LIPINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it gives me 

great pleasure to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues an exemplary couple from my con
gressional district, Mr. and Mrs. Henry 
Grzelak. This past June 7, Henry and Mary 
celebrated their 50th wedding anniversary with 
their family and friends. 

On June 7, 1941, Henry and Mary Grzelak 
were married at the Saint Pancratius Catholic 
Church, at the corner of 40th and Kedzie in 
Chicago. Mr. and Mrs. Grezelak have been 
pillars of their community the past 45 years, 
living in the same home at 7524 West 58th 
Street in Summit, IL. 

Mr. Grzelak served in the U.S. Navy from 
1942 to 1945, and he was employed for 25 
years at B. Schwartz Meat Packers in Chi
cago. During this time, Mary Grzelak con
centrated on raising her two sons. 

Henry and Mary have two sons, Vincent and 
Dennis, and four wonderful grandchildren. Vin-
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cent and his wife Karen are the proud parents 
of Gary and Diana, and Dennis and Kathy 
have two children, Paula and Donald. The en
tire Grzelak family joins me in saluting Henry 
and Mary on this special occasion. 

Their commitment to each other and their 
family is impressive and deserving of special 
recognition and honor. I am sure that my col
leagues join me in congratulating Mr. Henry 
Grzelak and Mary, his bride of 50 years, on 
their many years of love and commitment. 
May their life together continue to be an ad
venture and offer them many more pleasant 
memories. 

LIBYA: STILL A TERRORIST 
STATE 

HON. WM. S. BROOMFlELD 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, despite his 
efforts to project a respectable image, Col. 
Muammar Qadhafi is still actively supporting 
international terrorism. I therefore encourage 
the administration to continue to put inter
national pressure on this outlaw state until Qa
dhafi ends his support for terrorism and terror
ist groups. 

An exhaustive international investigation of 
the downing of Pan Am 1 03 in 1988 has con
cluded that Libyan intelligence agents were re
sponsible for bombing that aircraft which re
sulted in the deaths of 270 innocent pas
sengers, including 189 Americans, and Scot
tish citizens on the ground. Libyan agents are 
also likely suspects in the similar bombing of 
a French UT A flight in 1989 that claimed the 
lives of 171 passengers, among them a num
ber of United States citizens. 

In pursuing its firm policy against terrorism, 
last year our Government and Britain indicted 
two Libyan intelligence officers who are prime 
suspects in the Pan Am bombing. The French 
Government also supported the enforcement 
of arrest orders for four other Libyans involved 
in the attack on the UTA aircraft. In January, 
the three allies succeeded in persuading the 
United Nations Security Council to pass a res
olution calling upon Libya to end its support 
for terrorism and bring to justice those respon
sible for the attacks on the two aircraft. 

Despite hollow promises that he would co
operate on the Pan Am incident, Qadhafi has 
engaged in obvious stalling tactics designed to 
win him time while he attempts to undermine 
United States-backed efforts to make his re
gime accountable for these shameless terrorist 
activities. 

Meanwhile, Qadhafi continues to provide 
training camps for international terrorists. After 
closing a number of those sites in response to 
United States pressure, Qadhafi shifted his 
terrorist training efforts to other camps in Libya 
where Abu Nidal Organization terrorists are 
trained along with dissidents from Africa, Asia 
and Latin America. Once again, Qadhafi has 
failed to live up to his commitment to re
nounce terrorism. 

I encourage the administration to continue 
working with our allies at the United Nations to 
pass a further resolution imposing mandatory 
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sanctions designed to sever international air 
links with Tripoli, declare an arms embargo on 
Libya and reduce Libyan diplomatic missions 
and business offices overseas-facilities which 
are often used to support terrorist operations. 

The Libyan strongman must be brought to 
account for taking the lives of over 441 inno
cent civilians. The families of the 14 victims of 
the Pan Am disaster who are from Michigan 
would surely agree. 

I would like to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues the following Washington Post arti
cle concerning Libya: 
LIBYA'S TERRORIST TRAINING CAMPS: GADHAFI 

STILL RUNS FIVE DESPITE COSMETIC 
CHANGES, UNITED STATES CLAIMS 

(By George Lardner Jr. and John M. Goshko) 
Libyan leader Moammar Gadhafi is still 

operating at least five terrorist training 
camps and has made only "cosmetic" conces
sions to Western demands that he get out of 
the terrorism business, according to senior 
U.S. officials. 

Consequently, the Bush administration has 
begun lobbying the United Nations to impose 
economic sanctions againt Libya that U.S. 
officials hope would stay in force even if 
Gadhafi surrenders the Libyan agents sus
pected in midair bombings of two Western 
jetliners several years ago. 

The officials said the administration is not 
seeking Gadhafi's ouster and has no imme
diate plans to attack Libya militarily if 
Gadhafi fails to comply with U.N. demands. 

In interviews, the officials said the admin
istration believes it can build on the diplo
matic momentum of charges tying Libya to 
the bombings of a Pan American flight in 
1988 and a French UTA flight in 1989 to invig
orate a decade-long campaign to force an end 
to Gadhafi's 22-year history of instigating, 
bankrolling and giving haven to terrorists. 

One government official said Gadhafi "has 
been making a strong effort to hide his 
hand" in terrorism since November when 
two Libyan intelligence officers were in
dicted in the United States and Britain for 
the Pan Am bombing. For instance, Gadhafi 
closed five large terrorist training camps 
publicly identified by the State Department 
in a report on Libya last November that was 
based on intelligence information. But a sen
ior State Department official said Libya is 
keeping at least five other camps in oper
ation. 

"The terrorists in the camps that were 
closed were moved to other training facili
ties, ones that were not listed," said another 
administration official. 

According to the State Department, the 
closed camps-Al Qalah, the Seven April 
Training Camp, the Sidi Bilal Port Facility, 
Bin Gashir and Ras al Hilal-had been used 
to train members of the Abu Nidal Organiza
tion as well as dissidents from Africa, Asia 
and Latin America and Palestinian terrorist 
groups. Abu Nidal's group, which the State 
Department considers "the most dangerous 
terrorist organization in existence," still has 
headquarters in Tripoli and continues to 
train terrorists at other camps in the desert 
country, officials here said. 

While Libya has not been tied directly to 
any recent terrorist attacks, and while inter
national terrorism generally has appeared to 
wane in recent months, U.S. officials said 
Gadhafi continues to provide training and 
funds to terrorist groups around the world, 
from radicals in the Philippines to the Provi
sional Irish Republican Army. 

One official said Gadhafi has temporarily 
scaled back relations with some terrorist 
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groups-in some cases asking them to leave 
Libya-in hopes of reducing Western pres
sure. But, he said, such steps "could easily 
be reversed.'' 

U.S. officials said another cosmetic ges
ture by Gadhafi was the appointment in No
vember of a new intelligence chief, Col. 
Youssef Abdel Kader al-Dobri. He was named 
to replace Ibrahim Bishari, alleged overseer 
of Libyan terrorism in the 1980s, but officials 
say Bishari is still an active, behind-the
scenes player in the Libyan intelligence 
structure. 

Last November, the United States and 
Britain indicted two Libyan intelligence offi
cers-Abdel Basset Ali Al-Megrahi, 39, and 
Lamen Khalifa Fhimah, 35-on charges of 
planting a bomb on Pan Am Flight 103, 
which exploded over Lockerbie, Scotland, in 
December 1988. The French government 
joined in calls for enforcement of arrest or
ders in the UTA case against four higher
ranking Libyan intelligence officers, includ
ing Gadhafi's brother-in-law, Abdullah 
Senoussi. 

Last month, the three allies were unable to 
persuade a majority of the U.N. Security 
Council to vote for sanctions and had to set
tle for a resolution calling on Libya to co
operate in ending international terrorism 
and bringing to justice those responsible for 
the deaths of 441 people in the two airplane 
bombings. 

But some diplomatic sources at the United 
Nations believe that Third World countries 
on the council, who argued earlier that 
Gadhafi should be given a chance to comply 
voluntarily, now feel he is stalling and are 
more receptive to the idea of sanctions. 

U.N. Secretary General Boutros Boutros
Ghali sent a deputy, Vasiliy Safronchuk, to 
Tripoli last weekend to try to work out a 
mechanism for Libya to comply. Safronchuk 
was expected this week to fly to Geneva to 
confer with Boutros-Ghali, then return to 
Tripoli. 

If Safronchuk's mission fails, the United 
States, Britain and France hope to get the 
15-nation Security Council to impose manda
tory penalties that could include cutting off 
international air links with Libya, an arms 
embargo and a drastic reduction of Libyan 
diplomatic missions and business firms that 
Gadhafi uses in other countries as a front for 
terrorism. 

Countries regarded as possibly retaining 
doubts about a tough sanctions resolution 
are China, which as a permanent Security 
Council member can veto any resolution, and 
Morocco, India, Zimbabwe, Cape Verde and 
Ecuador. 

U.S. officials acknowledge that many 
countries, among them such key U.S. allies 
in the Middle East as Egypt, are concerned 
about the political vacuum that could result 
if sanctions and other pressures led to 
Gadhafi's ouster. But U.S. policymakers re
gard Gadhafi's survival as far less important 
than ending Libya's role in terrorism. As one 
put it: "If he can do the things we are insist
ing on and still survive, good luck to him." 

In that respect, U.S. policy differs from the 
administration's attitude toward another 
radical Mideast adversary, Iraqi President 
Saddam Hussein. Since the Persian Gulf War 
last year, President Bush has said repeatedly 
that he wants Saddam out and that the Unit
ed States will not relax pressure on Iraq as 
long as Saddam remains in power. 

U.S. officials said Libya, unlike such other 
terrorism-supporting Muslim states as Iraq, 
Syria and Iran, is not powerful enough to be
come a dominant force in the region. The 
United States, they said, does not fear an ex-
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tension of Gadhafi's political influence but is 
determined to halt the terrorism that Libya 
is said to have helped instigate on at least 
three continents. 

According to recent intelligence reports, 
Gadhafi has been trying since last fall to 
hide Scud missiles and fortifying anti
aircraft installations, apparently a pre
caution against air strikes such as those 
that President Ronald Reagan launched 
against him in 1986. 

Although U.S. officials said they would not 
rule out military action in the future, they 
stressed that U.S. policy, at this stage, is 
committed to working in concert with other 
countries. 

Many diplomats have warned that Western 
moves against Gadhafi could ignite Arabs to 
rise in his support throughout North Africa. 
However, U.S. officials noted that the same 
arguments were made about using force 
against Saddam before the Persian Gulf War, 
and widespread populist uprisings on Iraq's 
behalf never materialized. 

A more serious concern, U.S. officials ac
knowledged, is the impact that an upheaval 
in Libya could have on the economics of 
Egypt, Algeria, Tunisia and Morocco, all of 
which depend heavily on the earnings sent 
home by their nationals working in Libya. 
The potential economic effects are especially 
important for Egypt, which has about 1 mil
lion citizens in Libya and engages in exten
sive cross-border commerce with Libya. 

CONGRESS SHOULD ENCOURAGE, 
NOT SUPPRESS, JOB CREATORS 
LIKE FLORIDA'S DENNIS 
WILFONG 

HON. CUFF STEARNS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

bring my colleagues' attention to an article that 
recently appeared in the March issue of Flor
ida Trend magazine. It is about one of my 
constituents in central Florida, Dr. Dennis 
Wilfong, of Brooksville. 

The story of Dennis Wilfong and the hurdles 
he overcame to become a successful small 
businessman is an inspiration to all, particu
larly in this time of recession. 

I would like my colleagues to read this arti
cle because it is the Dennis Wilfongs of Amer
ica that create jobs and make our economy 
grow. As Congress works toward economic 
expansion we should have the goal of encour
aging, not suppressing, job creators like Den
nis Wilfong: 

THE SUPPRESSOR WHO COULDN'T BE 
SUPPRESSED 

(By Mike Bernos) 
For Dennis Wilfong, there is life after 

being slammed on "60 Minutes." 
Twelve years ago, Wilfong was partowner 

of a company that generated more than $2 
million a year manufacturing electrical 
surge suppressors. Wilfong was a pioneer in 
this budding industry, and as is customary 
for many innovators. he didn't have every
one in the scientific community behind him. 
Skeptics were unconvinced that surge-sup
pression devices-used to protect electrical 
equipment from destructive power surges
were needed or could even be developed. 

One such critic was an MIT professor who 
caught the attention of "60 Minutes." On a 
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fateful Sunday evening in 1978, the late 
Harry Reasoner anchored a segment that 
questioned the validity of Wilfong's product. 

The backlash was swift and costly. 
Sales of the company's surge suppressors 

all but dried up. Discredited and nearly 
broke, Wilfong left the company. He and his 
wife, Pam, left West Virginia and moved to 
Brooksville to start over. "It was the lowest 
point of my life," Wilfong says today. 

Since that time, he has risen like a phoe
nix. Wilfong has built a new company, Inno
vative Technology Inc., that is a growing 
competitor in the $550 million-a-year market 
for surge suppressors. 

If there were skeptics in 1978, there is a 
world of believers now. Out of a 30,000-
square-foot plant with 75 employees in 
Brooksville, Innovative Technology manu
factures 700 different types of surge suppres
sors-metal boxes with sophisticated elec
trically and chemically based circuitry, 
ranging in size from that of a Walkman to 
three times the size of a shoe box and capa
ble of protecting personal computers, tele
visions or high-tech robotic equipment in 
factories. Among Innovative Technology's 
customers: NASA, Ford Motor Co., AT&T, 
General Dynamics, Martin Marietta and Dis
ney World. The Department of Defense also 
is using the devices in high-tech aviation 
contracts and in the Star Wars project at 
Los Alamos, New Mexico. 

Short and paunchy, with graying hair, the 
43-year-old Wilfong has worked hard on his 
comeback. Armed with an unflinching belief 
in his product, Wilfong in 1983 decided that 
the best way to prove its worth was to take 
his message-once considered a controversial 
theory in electrochemistry-directly to engi
neers. Like a politician on the stump, he 
crossed the country explaining how the the
ory and his product worked. 

"Everybody was attempting to solve the 
surge-suppression problem purely through 
electronics," Wilfong recalls of his early 
days. but using his self-taught knowledge of 
electronics and his formal training in chem
istry-learned at the University of West Vir
ginia-Wilfong began experimenting with the 
effects of certain chemical "poddings" (hot 
plastic poured over electronic circuitry) on 
heat-transfer loss. 

Technically, it works like this: The chemi
cal "poddings" interact with the surge sup
pressor's electronics to allow transient en
ergy to be dissipated harmlessly rather than 
destroy electrical components. Wilfong 
thinks of it as an electronic Star Wars sys
tem in which a chemical shield protects elec
tric circuitry by neutralizing invading 
spikes. 

Convinced of its effectiveness, Wilfong in 
1985 managed an important breakthrough. 
Ford Motor Co. agreed to let him try to solve 
a problem with its robotics, one that 
BusinessWeek magazine said was costing the 
auto industry millions of dollars in lost pro
ductivity. 

According to Ford, its robots were burning 
out computer boards at the rate of four per 
robot per eight hours. The problem became 
so bad that carpenters built shelves to store 
extra computer boards next to the robots so 
that when they blew they could be pitched 
and replaced with new ones. 

With Innovative Technology's surge sup
pressors, " board replacement and downtime 
due to surges or spikes have virtually dis
appeared," according to Carlis Stamper, 
Ford's manager of plant engineering. Mat
thew Murray, an electronics supervisor and a 
16-year veteran at the Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, says the Meson Physics Facility 
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has had a similar experience. Wilfong's de
vice "virtually eliminated any electrical 
problems," Murray says. 

Wilfong now spreads the word about his 
transient-voltage surge supprE\ssors (known 
as The Protector) through independent dis
tributors. In 1991, they sold $10 million worth 
of Innovative Technology's products. That's 
only a sliver of the worldwide market, but 
the industry is highly fragmented, with at 
least 50 other companies competing, includ
ing electronic giants General Electric and 
Panasonic. 

Despite the competition, Wilfong expects 
Innovative Technology's sales to increase by 
at least 15% annually for the next two to 
three years. Part of that growth may result 
from the natural expansion of the industry. 
World Information Technology Inc., a re
search firm that tracks the industry, 
projects worldwide sales will hit S722 million 
in five years. 

Wilfong also is aggressively pursuing for
eign markets. The Protector is sold in more 
than 35 countries already, and Wilfong sees 
particularly strong growth coming from the 
Pacific Rim, with Korea, Australia, Indo
nesia and Hong Kong providing nearly 30% of 
Innovative Technology's sales. Last October, 
for instance, Innovative Technology landed a 
S6 million contract with a South Korean 
group led by that country's most powerful 
businessman, C.A. Kim, chairman of the 
Bora Co. 

"The foreign market is ripe partly due to 
non-uniform electrical currents," Wilfong 
says. "The electrical power is not clean and 
can be very damaging to their developing 
high-tech electronics." 

But with the world market so large and so 
many competitors, what gives Innovative 
Technology a competitive edge? Wilfong be
lieves the difference lies in the Protector's 
electrochemical makeup. Though the chemi
cal compound has not been patented, it re
mains a secret. "There have been attempts 
to duplicate it, but all have failed," Wilfong 
says. 

Wilfong's hopes now are to take Innovative 
Technology to the next step, which means 
increasing the company's marketing efforts. 
Up to now, he has sold the Protector largely 
by word of mouth, but this year he's going to 
expand the company's advertising to in
crease the product's visibility among con
sumers. Wilfong won't reveal the company's 
profits, but says he has the capital necessary 
to expand. 

" We want to become the IBM of this busi
ness," Wilfong says. 

After re-establishing himself and building 
a second profitable company, is Wilfong bit
ter about his run-in with "60 Minutes" and 
Harry Reasoner? 

"There ls no shame in going to your 
knees, " he says. "There is only if you don't 
get up again." His biggest regret is the lost 
opportunity-the "billions" in equipment 
and electronics lost because there was no 
Protector. 

CYRUS R. V ANOE: A TENACIOUS 
PEACE MAKER 

HON. DON EDWARDS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. Speaker, 
the political career of Cyrus R. Vance has 
once again shown its steadfast pursuit of 
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peace in recent United Nations peacekeeping 
efforts in Yugoslavia. As the special envoy of 
the United Nations Security Council, he rec
ommended the deployment of some 14,000 
troops to maintain peace between conflicting 
Serbian and Croatian nationalists. I respect
fully submit an article by Leslie H. Gelb from 
the New York Times that heralds the quiet ac
complishments of a seasoned peace maker 
and presents his record for Nobel Peace Prize 
consideration. 

From a legal career specializing in civil liti
gation, Vance has espoused the simple doc
trine that negotiated solutions are preferable to 
military ones. Vance has been described as a 
"deeply tenacious-and-<leeply moral man" 
who tirelessly seeks to reach a common 
ground with political adversaries. His career 
has seen the successful implementation of 
United Nation peacekeeping forces between 
Greek and Turkish Cypriots and is also cred
ited with keeping Israel and Egypt engaged in 
dialog at the 1978 Camp David accords. In 
1980, Cyrus Vance resigned his position as 
Secretary of State on the principle that armed 
U.S. intervention to rescue U.S. hostages in 
Tehran was morally wrong and politically inef
fective. With similar moral tenacity, Vance has 
advocated United States divestiture in South 
Africa, negotiated for a cease-fire at the 1968 
Paris peace talks on Vietnam, called for bold 
new initiatives to strengthen the United Na
tions' ability to prevent aggression as well as 
stop it, tackle Third World debt and contain 
global environmental damage. By balancing 
moral principle and political pragmatism, Cyrus 
Vance embodies the essence of a Nobel 
Peace Prize candidate. 

Cyrus R. Vance has led an unheralded life 
as a negotiator in which the peaceful resolu
tion of conflict has been his greatest reward. 
I urge my colleagues to read this article and 
examine the important role Cyrus R. Vance 
has played in securing world peace. 

VANCE: A NOBLE LIFE 

Cyrus Vance guards himself with smiles, 
manners and friendliness. So the warlords of 
Serbia and Croatia were surely disarmed into 
believing they could stare down his efforts to 
arrange a cease-fire between them-as they 
had done many times before with other me
diators. 

But like so many committed to conflict 
and killing, the warlords had misjudged and 
underestimated this deeply tenacious, deeply 
moral man. 

Earlier this month, the haters and leaders 
of haters of the former Yugoslav nation for
mally agreed to stop killing each other. And 
the United Nations Security Council, which 
had dispatched Cyrus Vance to the scene 
months ago, voted to deploy some 14,000 
troops to keep the peace. 

The New York establishment lawyer used 
no magic or guile, no outlandish promises or 
prevarications, no table-pounding or theat
rics, to do his job. He knew these tricks well, 
as practiced by other recent American Sec
retaries of State. But he did not believe that 
tricks produced lasting results. And as a 
man of the old school, they were not his way. 

Rather, Mr. Vance wore the haters down as 
he had often done before in places like Cy
prus in 1967, where he kept Greece and Tur
key from each other's throats, and in the 
Camp David accords of 1978, when he played 
such a critical role in keeping Israel and 
Egypt at the bargaining table. 
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Each time, as in Yugoslavia, he bore down 

on them relentlessly with the simple credo: 
Killing is wrong-and most decidedly not in 
your interest. 

"I explained to the leaders of the Serbs and 
Croats," he said in a recent interview in his 
midtown New York office, "that they had to 
choose between settling for less and continu
ing to kill each other. I explained that more 
killing would not lead to a durable solution. 
I explained that they were only damaging 
themselves and their people, and that they 
were only putting off the day when they 
would do what they knew they would have to 
do-live and work together." 

Mr. Vance's words of reason and humanity 
were not new to me. His life and mine have 
intertwined many times in politics and 
friendship. He gave me great honor when he 
asked me to run the State Department's Bu
reau of Politico-Military Affairs during the 
Carter Administration. 

Perhaps the words were not novel to the 
Serbs and Croats either. But they had to 
note something special about the man who 
was saying them: He was an absolute mule in 
the pursuit of agreement. His oratory would 
never be overwhelming, but he would never 
tire of pressing for common ground. 

Cy Vance's stubbornness would prove a 
match for their fiery nationalism. And his 
morality, coming as it did more from bone 
marrow than the mind, would prove as 
strong as their mutual historical hatreds. 

Also, he was not above tossing in remind
ers that failure to stop the killing would lead 
to a cutting off of all outside aid and com
merce. And he would wait and wait until 
pressures for settlement grew inside and out
side Yugoslavia, and help these pressures 
along. 

"In almost every conflict, the natural 
tendency is to look at the other side as evil," 
he said. "That's human nature. On the other 
hand, you need to find solutions to political 
problems that lead to killing." 

But Mr. Vance, a Navy officer in World 
War II and a former Deputy Secretary of De
fense, was quick to point out that not all dis
putes can be resolved by reason and com
promise because some adversaries are simply 
too evil. "There are extreme cases like Hit
ler and probably Saddam Hussein with whom 
you cannot negotiate. But even with Saddam 
we probably should have given talks more 
time." 

The Vance guideline in Yugoslavia and al
most everywhere else has been that adver
saries should be treated as adversaries, not 
devils. And even with the worst of adversar
ies, "you have to listen to them" and "keep 
looking for that point beyond which it's 
against their interests to keep on disagree
ing and fighting." 

Cyrus Vance always proceeds as a lawyer, 
not a philosopher. He would be the last, to 
pretend otherwise. His persuasive power 
rests in his rectitude, in stubbornly knowing 
that killing is almost always wrong. 

This is what sets him apart from so many 
leaders who fear to fail even in pursuit of 
peace and so abandon the quest. Is this not a 
Noble quality? 

BERLIN TOWNSHIP RECYCLING 
PROGRAM 

HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. Mr. Speak

er, Berlin Township is a small township in New 
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Jersey with a big message concerning recy
cling. Officials there want the whole country to 
know that recycling is the key to a cleaner en
vironment. Berlin Township has the authority 
to speak on this topic, the National Recycling 
Coalition has cited Berlin Township as having 
the best curbside collection of recyclables in 
the United States. 

For the past 1 O years Berlin Township has 
led Camden County in the recovery of glass, 
cans and plastics. Once a week the town
ship's five-man recycling crew picks up every
thing from newspapers to used motor oil. The 
crew also picks up wood, grass and other ma
terials every other Monday of the month. In 
fact they also collect mixed paper products 
and send them to the Marcal Co. for recycling. 

Much of the credit for the township's suc
cessful recycling program should go to the 
residents. Mike McGee, Berlin Township direc
tor of public works, says 95 percent of the 
residents participated in the program last year. 
And, he added, the participation rate has in
creased by almost 40 percent since 1989. 
McGee is confident that participation will con
tinue to grow. So am I. 

Berlin Township's exemplary recycling pro
gram has not gone without notice in my dis
trict. The following is one of several news
paper articles that has been written about the 
program. The article appeared in the Philadel
phia Inquirer. 

BERLIN PICKING UP AW ARDS FOR RECYCLING 

(By Patricia Quigley) 
At the rate that Berlin Township has been 

collecting accolades lately for its recycling 
work, its pile of awards may someday sur
pass its piles of trash. 

The township of 5,400 residents was noti
fied last week that it has been cited by the 
National Recycling Coalition as having the 
best curbside collection of recyclables in the 
United States. 

The notification came on the heels of a 
county award to the township in June for re
cycling the most residential pounds of mate
rial-1,328 per person-in Camden County in 
1988, according to Michael McGee, Berlin's 
director of Public Works and recycling coor
dinator. At the same time, the county 
freeholders and the Solid Waste Administra
tion named McGee recycler of the year. 

Later that month, McGee also was pre
sented the recycler of the year award from 
the state Office of Recycling and the Recy
cling Forum at an East Brunswick cere
mony. 

The state then nominated Berlin and 
McGee for awards at the national level. 
While McGee was not named national recy
cler of the year, he plans to be present in 
Charlotte, N.C., on Nov. 2 when the township 
is presented its award. McGee said the award 
was based on the amount and types of mate
rial collected, the participation rate and the 
overall success of the recycling program. 

Berlin Township earned the national award 
with some impressive credentials. In 1988 the 
township had a 95 percent residential partici
pation rate and recycled 48 percent of its 
trash-the state requires a 25 percent reduc
tion in trash-which saved the township 
$154,474 in dumping fees and earned it $15,418 
in the sale of the recycled materials Berlin 
recyles newspaper, cardboard, glass, plastic, 
aluminum and metal cans, metal, oil, bat
teries, tires and wood. 

The payroll for the township's 1988 recy
cling effort was $62,418, McGee said. 

The latest awards join about a dozen that 
the township has received from the county 
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and the state since 1980, when McGee insti
tuted a voluntary program in an effort to 
raise money to buy the township a truck. 

In the beginning, McGee said, Public 
Works employees worked off the back of 
trash trucks, picking out glass to recycle 
and loading it in burlap bags for McGee to 
later pick up when he went through town. 
The recycling program became mandatory in 
1981, and today the 16-member Public Works 
staff picks up material curbside on regular 
trash days, Tuesday through Thursday. 

Of the award, McGee said: "It's really a 
credit to the guys in the department because 
they do most of the work. It's really a credit 
to the residents because they put the mate
rial out for collection. Without the coopera
tion of both, our program couldn't do any
thing." 

The recycling coordinator said he feels 
"tremendous. It's nice to get some recogni
tion for the town." 

A TRIBUTE TO JEAN CACERES 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 

acknowledge Ms. Jean Caceres for her dedi
cation and perseverance in fulfilling her dream 
of caring for abused and neglected children. In 
a Miami Herald article entitled "Open House," 
reporter Bea Hines writes about Caceres' 
dream to make "His House" a home for chil
dren who desperately need one: 

Jean Caceres was single, had a good job 
and was "happy and content with the Lord" 
until an unrealized dream kept creeping into 
her thoughts. 

The dream-to open a home for abused, ne
glected and drug-exposed children-had been 
with her since she was a girl. And the dream 
would never go completely out of her mind. 

About a year ago, Caceres, 30, a graduate of 
Oral Roberts University, realized her dream 
when she opened His House, at 7000 NW 53rd 
Ter. 

His House, with its fenced yard and freshly 
painted building, is an oasis nestled between 
warehouses and auto repair shops. When the 
renovation is completed, His House will be a 
safe place for 12 children from infants up to 
age 6. 

ALWAYS LOVED KIDS 

Caceres was born in Terrytown, N.Y. and 
has lived in Miami since 1983. Until she re
signed to start her ministry, she had worked 
as advertising manager for Life Publica
tions, a foreign-language Christian publish
ing house. 

Caceres always loved children. As a college 
student, she worked as a volunteer in a 
Mexican orphanage during her breaks. After 
graduation, she went to Brazil for a summer 
and worked with the children in a small 
Amazon town. 

When she returned to New York after the 
summer, Caceres said she prayed for a job. 

"It seemed that every door was closed to 
me. I couldn't find work. Then my mother, 
who lived here in Miami, called and asked 
me to come to Miami. My mother never 
called during the daytime. But that day she 
did. I felt it was the Lord, answering my 
prayer. So I went out and bought a ticket 
and left that very night." 

LOOKING FOR HER CALLING 

She worked at Life Publications for six and 
a half years until she felt "God was telling 
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me it was time to develop my calling," she 
said. 

With her family and close friends, Caceres 
said she started praying for God to open up 
a way for her to help children. 

"It's funny," she said. " I never thought my 
ministry would be in the United States. In 
Mexico, I'd worked with a women who had 82 
children and only three helpers. I thought 
God would send me to someplace like that. 

" Instead, the Lord let me know the mis
sion field was in my back yard." 

HOME AT LAST 

Caceres left her job in June of 1989, and 
lived off her savings as she went about creat
ing a board of directors and taking crash 
courses on caring for substance-exposed in
fants. "I spent a year just going to con
ferences and learning about the work and es
tablishing a non-profit organization," she 
said. · 

The building that houses the ministry had 
stood empty for eight years before Caceres 
moved in. The owner has given her a three
year lease for SL 

Most of the renovation on the house has 
been done by volunteers. Although the work 
is still going on, Caceres has already had 
four infants at His House. "We are not set up 
yet for larger children," she said. 

TREMENDOUSLY NEEDED 

Caceres is helped by volunteers like Dr. 
Emilio Lopez, who sees the children without 
charge, and Lauren Perez, a volunteer and 
one of six board members. 

"What she is doing is tremendously needed 
in this area," said Perez, who lives in West 
Kendall and is an elementary school teach
er's aide. "Unfortunately there is so much 
red tape involved in getting going. It seems 
like instead of helping, the agencies stand in 
her way. 

"Jean has taken on so much. I've seen peo
ple that she has helped so far," Perez said. 
"She could do so much more if she had the 
means to do it. She supports the ministry 
solely on a volunteer basis." 

Mr. Speaker, I commend Ms. Caceres for 
her dedication and her commitment to our 
community. Her perseverance has certainly 
earned her a seriously needed role in our 
community. 

ECONOMIC SITUATION IN TURKEY 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. HAMIL TON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

bring to the attention of my colleagues a re
port on the economic situation in Turkey pro
vided by the Agency for International Develoi:r 
ment pursuant to section 1205(b) of the Inter
national Security and Development Coopera
tion Act of 1985, as amended. 

Turkey is the third largest recipient of United 
States bilateral assistance, and the United 
States has significant ties with Turkey. Tur
key's economic growth and performance are 
important for stability and progress in a key re
gion of the world. 

The report which was submitted to the Con
gress February 20, 1992, follows: 
ECONOMIC REPORT ON TURKEY BY THE AGENCY 

FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Turkey has remarkably liberalized and re
oriented its economic policies since the late 
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1970s. Abandoning an inward-looking eco
nomic strategy with heavy reliance on gov
ernment intervention, Turkey has been im
plementing vigorously outward-oriented lib
eralizing policies. These policies have fea
tured flexible exchange rate and interest 
rate regimes, extensive liberalization of re
strictions on trade and capital movements, 
major price liberalization, and some fiscal 
restraint. These policies led to a tripling in 
exports between 1980 and 1985, another 50% 
rise through 1990 and an average growth rate 
in annual gross domestic product of 5% 
through the 1980s. Disappointments include 
lax fiscal policies, a stubbornly high infla
tion rate and very slow progress on privat
ization. 

Turkey's economy turned sluggish during 
1989 and its balance of payments weakened 
both during 1989 and 1990. While 1990 was a 
rapid growth year, Turkey's economy be
came sluggish again during the first half of 
1991. An export recovery has been taking 
place, starting in 1991, and most service re
ceipts have remained strong without a 
break. Strong economic growth also resumed 
in mid-1991. 

Turkey's debt ratios have been dropping 
steadily, with the debt to gross national 
product ratio down to 45% in 1990, and the 
ratio of debt service to current account re
ceipts down to 28%. Turkey still has a mod
erately heavy debt service burden. The coun
try 's main unresolved economic policy prob
lem is its need to tighten its fiscal restraint 
and to pursue a vigorous privatization pro
gram in order to bring about greater effi
ciency in production and services. These fur
ther improvements in Turkey's economic 
policies would be expected to bring down in
flation, strengthen the country's exports and 
attract more private sector remittances, fa
cilitating debt service payments and gradu
ally easing the overall debt burden. 

II. EARLY ECONOMIC BACKGROUND AND POLICY 
SETTING 

For half a century through the end of the 
1970s, Turkey generally followed an inward
looking economic strategy with heavy reli
ance on government intervention. Besides 
erecting barriers to trade and financial 
flows, the Government created numerous 
public enterprises and continued to give 
them extensive subsidies and import protec
tion. 

During much of the 1960s and 1970s, this 
autarkic policy achieved rapid economic 
growth and subdued inflation. However, de
clining investment efficiency, sharply rising 
energy costs and internal price rigidities 
caused growing imbalances by the mid and 
late 1970s. Foreign exchange shortages be
came increasingly acute, disruption in many 
industries became common, unemployment 
grew and inflation rose to over 100% annu
ally. The growing current account deficits 
were financed largely though short-term bor
rowing and the accumulation of payments 
arrears, with the external debt tripling be
tween 1974 and 1977. Turkey's immediate cri
sis was abated through a series of debt 
reschedulings between 1978 and 1980, but a 
long-term solution required a drastic re-ori
entation of its economic policies. 

III. STABILIZATION AND STRUCTURAL REFORM 

Turkey embarked on an extended stabiliza
tion and structural reform program, starting 
in 1980. This program was buttressed by 
International Monetary Fund standby ar
rangements and World Bank structural ad
justment lending through 1985. Its early fea
tures embraced: 1) A sharp reduction in the 
subsidies granted to the State Economic En-
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terprises (SEEs) through regular, large in
creases in the prices of most of their com
modities. The January 1980 price increase 
was the major one, which included 100%-
120% rises for electricity, transport, textiles 
and most fuels; 2) The removal of most price 
controls on the private sector; 3) The com
plete liberalization of interest rates; and 4) 
Frequent devaluations and later daily deter
mination of the exchange rate in order to 
maintain export-competitiveness. The 1980-
May 1981 devaluations amounted· to more 
than 30% in real terms, and between May 
1981 and May 1986, the real exchange rate de
preciated by about 3.6% annually. During the 
30-month period of July 1986-December 1988, 
this rate depreciated by about 5.5% annually. 
The openness of Turkey's economy also oc
curred on the import side: according to Pro
fessor Krueger of Duke University, the com
bined impact of the reductions in tariffs and 
quantitative restrictions yielded a fall in the 
special costs of importing, on average, from 
129% of the c.i.f. price in 1980 to 99% in 1984 
and to 55% in 1987. 

The later reforms included banking de
regulation, the introduction of a value-added 
tax, significant reductions in tariffs and ad
ministrative controls on imports, the liber
alization of restrictions on capital move
ments and the slow initiation of the privat
ization process. 

IV. ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND WEAKNESSES 

Turkey's most significant accomplishment 
has been in the area of exports. Exports rose 
by an impressive 19% annually from 1980 
through 1988 so that exports as a percentage 
of GNP trebled to 21 % during that period. 
Export performance has been particularly 
striking in industry: annual industrial ex
ports jumped from $1.05 to $8.94 billion dur
ing 1980--88. 

The international openness of Turkey's 
economic policies also is reflected in the in
creased importance of imports: Imports in
creased from about 16% of GNP in the late 
1970's to over 22% after 1984. However, the ex
ceptionally strong growth rate in exports led 
to a reduction in the trade deficit from $4.6 
billion in 1980 to the annual range of $2.7 to 
$3.2 billion during 1982-B7. Combined with fa
vorable developments in tourism and other 
service receipts, the current account deficit 
declined from $4.5 billion in 1980 to $1.9 bil
lion in l983 and to $1.0 billion in 1987, before 
turning into a $1.6 billion surplus in 1988. 

Turkey's other major accomplishment has 
been in the area of stimulating rapid eco
nomic growth. Real GDP growth has ex
ceeded 5% on average, though the 1980's. 

Turkey's most significant economic weak
ness has been the failure to bring down the 
inflation rate. The average annual rate had 
been nearly 36% from 1973-80. There had been 
initial success in braking the high inflation 
of 109% in 1980 to 39% in 1981 and to 27% in 
1982. The rate then ranged between 35% and 
48% during 1983-87 before shooting up to 
around 75% in 1988. Relaxation of expendi
ture restraint has been the primary cause of 
the poor fiscal performance. A sharp cut in 
subsidies to SEE's and austerity in other ex
penditures in the early 1980's had caused the 
fiscal deficit to decline to a low of about 3% 
of GNP in 1983; thereafter the deficit ratio to 
GNP stopped declining and rose in some 
years in response to rigidity in many admin
istered prices, large wage increases and bur
geoning growth in many other expenditures, 
particularly in the run-up periods before 
major elections, such as in 1987 and 1991. The 
inflation problem has been aggravated by an 
accommodating monetary policy and success 
in achieving flexibility in depreciating the 
Turkish lira. 
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The other major policy weakness has been 

in the area of privatization. A limited pro
gram establishing privatization procedures 
and responsibilities was launched by par
liamentary decree in 1986. A master plan for 
long-term privatization was then developed 
with assistance from Morgan Guaranty. It 
took many months of auditing and legal 
preparations to make the first public offer
ing (Teletas) in February 1988. This offering 
was highly successful and, in November 1988, 
Coca Cola purchased Ansan bottling com
pany for $13 million. However, legal and po
litical disagreements have hamstrung fur
ther significant progress. 

V. RECENT ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE AND 
OUTLOOK 

The new coalition government, elected in 
October 1991, has promised early action to 
rectify these weaknesses in order to bring 
the inflation rate under control. While rapid 
growth took place during 1990, the economy 
was sluggish during 1989 and most of 1991. 
The balance of payments weakened during 
1989 and 1990, but recovered significantly 
during 1991. 

A. Fiscal Policies And Progress Towards 
Privatization 

The central budget deficit has been rising 
steeply each year, with a particularly sharp 
increase occurring during 1991, owing to elec
tioneering pressures that year. About half of 
the public sector deficit is not recorded in 
Table One, being run up by the SEEs. When 
account is taken of the 34 trillion lira debt 
assumed by the SEEs during 1991, public sec
tor borrowing amounted to some 10% of 
GNP, over three percentage points higher 
than during 1990. 

The weak budget performance has been the 
result of large wage settlements, the failure 
of state enterprises to implement adequate 
domestic price increases and the large bur
dens inherent in maintaining a bloated pub
lic sector with negligible progress made in 
privatization. In response to pressures from 
organized labor, private and public-sector 
wages were increased in 1989 and 1990 by 120% 
to 140% each year. Wages were increased by 
40% again in July 1991, on top of similar in
creases at the beginning of the year. In Au
gust 1991, the government increased its costs 
in supporting farmers by raising the price 
levels on many crops by 60% 'to 70% and by 
sharp increases in the fertilizer subsidy. The 
price levels on most Turkish crops had al
ready been priced above world market levels. 
Similar electioneering pressure had resulted 
in minimal price increases at the SEEs 
through mid-December 1991. But, the in
creases announced then were still modest: 
for example, only 20% for sugar, 22% for elec
tricity and 9% to 27% for liquid fuels. 

The government has failed to privatize 
fully more than a couple of SEEs. Its prin
cipal success has been in selling to the public 
small portions of some 20 SEEs. Its sale of 
five cement companies to a French firm for 
$105 million was blocked by the Constitu
tional Court during 1989 because the govern
ment did not follow its own rules and offer 
shares to the employees first. The new coali
tion's privatization program appears to focus 
on selling the government's shares in private 
sector companies, rather than tackling the 
120 companies where the government is the 
sole partner. Already, at the end of January 
1992, the state's 51 % share in a local gas com
pany was sold to the French gas company, 
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which already had a 49% share of the com
pany, for TL 350 billion. Public holdings in 
four other companies are to be sold off in the 
first stage of this new program; these compa
nies are in insurance, tea and canned fruit. 
Any genuine Turkish government effort to 
privatize SEEs broadly continues to be sty
mied by accounting, legal and political dif
ficulties plus the large size of most SEEs 
compared to the limited resources of private 
purchasers. The three dozen SEEs and the 100 
or so subsidiaries they wholly or mainly con
trol account for 50% or more of the budget 
deficit. Privatization of these enterprises 
represents a major opportunity for reducing 
the deficit. 

B. Inflation, Economic Growth And The 
Balance Of Payments 

The inflation rate had jumped from 39% in 
1987 to 75% in 1988. There had been small 
movements downwards during 1989 and 1990 
to 60% during the latter year partly in re
sponse to policies encouraging the apprecia
tion of the Turkish lira, but performance 
again deteriorated during 1991 to about 67%. 

Average overall economic performance was 
just a little below par during the 1989 to 1991 
period. The average annual increase in real 
GNP was 4.7%, or about half a percentage 
point below the average for the decade of the 
1980s. Performance during 1989 and 1991 was 
sluggish: one and two per cent, respectively, 
while real growth in GNP surged by nearly 
10% during 1990. The main determinants of 
slow growth during 1989 had been the 
drought-induced fall of 11.5% in agricultural 
production and declines in mining and public 
investment and in non-residential private in
vestment. Important stimulants to the 1990 
growth surge were the recovery of agri
culture and a 12.4% rise in real private con
sumption, as a result of large real wage in
creases. The increase in government con
sumption was also exceptionally high, partly 
reflecting extra expenditures related to the 
Persian Gulf crisis. Private residential in
vestment declined by 9%, while non-residen
tial investment accelerated sharply to an av
erage rate of 24%. Sluggishness in private in
vestment was apparently the main cause of 
the slow growth during 1991, 

Turkey's trade balance had reached its 
most favorable position during 1988 at nega
tive $1.8 billion, as a result of an unusually 
large increase in exports. The trade deficit 
then declined sharply during 1989 and 1990 to 
an unsustainable high of $9.6 billion, during 
the latter year. A slowdown in exports dur
ing the two years was matched by an explo
sive growth in imports during 1990. Part of 
the explanation for the import surge during 
1990 had been explosive consumer demand. 
The major reason for the deterioration in the 
trade balance had been a swing in exchange 
rate movements: the lira appreciated strong
ly by nine percent (in real effective terms) 
during 1989 and by 17% during 1990. 

The current account balance would have 
deteriorated more sharply, were it not for a 
sharp rise of $1.3 billion in worker remit
tances during 1989 and for continuing im
provements in net services income and for 
the official grants received in connection 
with the Gulf crisis during 1990. With the 
Turkish lira depreciating again during 1991 
and with subdued economic growth, imports 
were stagnant and exports grew fairly 
strongly. The reduction of expenditures on 
imports was largely due to lower world pe-

4469 
troleum prices and a 20% rise in domestic oil 
production. Combined with a further sharp 
rise in official grants and tourism perform
ing better than initially feared, the current 
account may have returned to a surplus of 
nearly $1 billion during 1991. 

VI. DEBT SERVICE PROSPECTS 

Turkey had reached an unsustainable debt 
position by the late 1970s. Debt reschedulings 
during 1978-aO gave it breathing space, while 
its structural reform program was prepared 
and then implemented during the early 1980s. 
Turkey's external debt doubled to $40.2 bil
lion during the 1984-87 period, but then grew 
much more modestly as the current account 
deficits narrowed. Rapid economic growth, 
favorable balance-of-payments develop
ments, and generally prudent debt policies 
during the last decade have permitted Tur
key to manage its large debt burden reason
ably well. The total debt to nominal GNP 
ratio had peaked at 59% in 1987 and has then 
dropped steadily to 51 % in 1989 and to 45% in 
1990 (see table 3). A rise in debt service pay
ments from $5.4 billion in 1987 to $7.2 billion 
in 1988 had increased the debt service ratio 
to 36%, but a levelling off in these payments, 
combined with some continuing improve
ments in exports and service income, caused 
the debt service ratio to decline steadily dur
ing 1989 and 1990 to 32% and 28%, respec
tively. 

Turkey has pursued prudent debt policies 
in recent years, as reduced current account 
deficits required only a slow rise in the total 
debt since 1987 to about $43.8 billion on June 
30, 1991. Though the government deliberately 
cut short-term debt during 1988 and 1989, this 
latter trend was reversed during 1990, with a 
65% rise in the accumulation of short-term 
debt as several SEEs boosted their borrowing 
from external short-term sources to cover 
their deficits. Early data for 1991 indicate 
that Turkey has begun to rein in this less se
cure form of borrowing. Turkey's gross for
eign exchange reserves are presently about 
$13 billion, having grown from $8.9 billion at 
the end of 1989 and $11.8 billion at the end of 
1990. 

Turkey still has a moderately heavy debt 
service burden. Continued progress in pro
moting exports and private sector transfers 
will assist Turkey in making the necessary 
debt payments without difficulty. An impor
tant ingredient in these promotional policies 
will be determined fiscal restraint and a vig
orous privatization program. These policies 
will contribute to lowering inflation and 
achieving greater efficiency and make Turk
ish production and services more competi
tive on the international market. 

TABLE !.-GOVERNMENT FINANCE i 
[In billions of Turkish liras] 

1987 1988 1989 1990 

Revenues 10,100 17.587 31,369 56,685 
Tax revenues . 9,051 14,250 25,572 45,508 
Other revenues ...... ......... 1,049 3,337 5,797 11,177 
Expenditures .......... .... .. .. . 12,698 21,447 38,871 58,169 
Deficit ............................. 2,598 3,860 7,502 12,474 
Deficit/GNP 3 .. 3.4 2.9 3.2 3.2 

19912 

90,000 
60,000 
10,000 

122,000 
32.000 

4.9 

1 Central government only; local municipalities. SEE's, and special fund 
budget figures are not included. 

2Estimate. 
J The Turkish Government has revised upwards by more than 30 percent 

its reported data on GNP in recent years through replacing the 1968 
weightings with 1987 weightings. 

Source: Ministry of Finance and Customs. 
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TABLE IL-BALANCE OF PAYMENTS 
[In millions of U.S. dollars) 

1987 

March 4, 1992 

1988 1989 1990 1991 

Current account ... .......................... ........................................................................................................................................ ....... ...................................... . (960) 1,595 961 (2 ,611) 1,000 
Merchandise: Exports (fob) ......... .. .................................. ... .. .................................................................... ........................................................................... . 10,322 11 ,929 11 ,780 13,026 14,300 
Merchandise: 

Imports (fob) .................. ................................................... .. ........ ... ...................... .. ........................................ .................. ...... .................... ............ . 13,551 13,706 15,999 22 ,580 22 ,300 
Trade balance .................................................................................. ... ............................................................ ....... ..... .......................................... ..... . (3,229) (1,777) (4,219) (9,554) (8,000) 

Service credits ......................... .................................... ....................................................................................................................................................... . 4,11 1 6,026 7,098 8,933 10,100 
Service debits ...................... ......................... ........ .............................. .......................... .......................... ................................ .. ......................... ............. .... . 4,282 4,812 5,476 6,496 7,300 
Private transfers, net ..... .............................. .. ......................... . .......... .................... ........ ... ............ ........................ ........ ............. ............... .. ..................... . 2,088 1,826 3,135 3,349 3,200 
Official transfers, net ...... .............................................................. ............................... .. ........................ . ...................................... . 
Current account deficit as percent of GNP ................................................... ... .................................... ........................................................................... . 
Source: Central Bank of Turkey: 

Other data: 
Real GNP growth, (percent) ........ ...... ....................... .. ............... .. .......................... ... .......................... .. .... .. ...................................... ................. . 
Inflation-consumer prices ............................................................................. ....................................................................... ..... ...................... . 

Sources: State Planning Organization and State Institute of Statistics . 

TABLE 111.- EXTERNAL DEBT 
[In millions of U.S. dolla rs) 

I. Disbursed external debt total .................. ............................................................................................................................................................................ . 
Medium and long term ........................ .. ........................... .. ........................................................................... ...... .......................................................... ...... . 
Multilateral ......... ................................. .. ................................................................................ .............................................................................................. . 
Bilateral .......... ............. ............... .. .................... ............................ .................... .. .... ............................................ ................................................ . 
Private .................................................... ............................ ........ .... ................ ... ... ... ............... .. ................ : ........... .. ........... ................ ... .. ........... . 
Short term ................................................................................................................................................................................................. ...... . 

II. Debt service: 
Medium and long term principal payments ..... .. .. ... .. .......................................................................................... ... ....... ................. ... ............. . 
Interest payments ..................................................... .... .......................................................... ......... ........................................ ...... ... . ........ ........................ . 

Ill. Ratios (percent): 
Medium and long term debt service/exports of goods and services and transfers ...................................................................................................... . 
Interest payments/GNP ...................................................... ............. .......................................................... ........ ............................. . ........................ . 
Total debUNominal GNP ...................... ...... .................................................................. .......... ............................................................................................ . 

Source: Central Bank of Turkey. 

SLASHING THE MILITARY AND 
TRASHING THE ECONOMY 

HON. WM. S. BROOMFlEID 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday , March 4, 1992 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, this morn
ing we heard some compelling testimony 
about proposed cuts in the defense budget 
from Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney and 

. Gen. Colin Powell, Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

While both stressed the strategic implica
tions of the various proposals to cut back our 
military, they also brought out the human di
mension of throwing so many dedicated peo
ple, both uniformed military and civilians, out 
into the cold. 

Their testimony reminded me of many of the 
impassioned speeches I've heard on this floor 
about how hard it is to find a job. 

Yet I suspect that not a few of those speak
ers may be preparing to make things even 
worse. 

I've just seen the results of two recent stud
ies-one by the Congressional Budget Office, 
the other by the Office of Technology Assess
ment. 

Both of these studies show that if you slash 
the military you're going to trash the economy. 

The OT A study shows that some of the big 
defense cuts being proposed could throw as 
many as 2.5 million people out of work. 

That would boost the national unemploy
ment figure a full two percentage points, to 
more than nine percent. 

Before Congress wields the knife, we ought 
to give a whole lot more thought to whether 
we might win a budget battle only to lose an 
economic war. 

THE WESTERN RANCHER 

HON. Bill ORTON 
OF UTAH 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday , March 4, 1992 
Mr. ORTON. Mr. Speaker, recently, I had 

the opportunity to read the pamphlet, "The 
Western Rancher: A Tradition of Economic 
and Environmental Success." It is an excellent 
summary of the facts and realities which un
fortunately have been too often ignored by too 
many in the debate over grazing fees and 
management of the public lands of the West. 
This pamphlet stresses the economic impor
tance of ranching to rural communities and to 
Western States such as Utah as well as to the 
Nation. It also highlights the responsible and 
constructive role of livestock producers in im
proving the public range for all users. 

"The Western Rancher: A Tradition of Eco
nomic and Environmental Success" was pro
duced by the Public Lands Council, the Amer
ican Farm Bureau Federation, the Association 
of National Grasslands, the American Sheep 
Industry Association, and the National Cattle
men's Association. All of these groups are 
doing an excellent job in forcing the debate 
about grazing and multiple use of the public 
lands to focus on the facts rather than emotion 
as has been the case too often in the past. I 
strongly recommend this pamphlet as "must 
reading" to all of my colleagues: 

THE WESTERN RANCHER: AN ENDANGERED 
SPECIES? 

Randall Brewer, from Three Cr eek, Idaho, 
is a typical western livestock producer who, 
like other Americans, is accustomed to 
abundant consumer choices. However, when 
it comes to affordable public grazing lands 
for his cattle, a rancher like Randall effec
tively has no choice. 

Because public and private lands are deep
ly intermingled in the West, Randall needs 

352 332 423 1,1 57 2,000 
1.7 - 1.8 - .7 3.5 - 1.5 

7.4 3.4 .9 9.9 2 
39 75 70 60 67 

1987 1988 1989 1990 June 30, 1991 

40,228 40,722 41.021 49,035 43,752 
32,605 34,305 35.276 39,535 34,930 
9,802 9,1 92 8,740 9,564 

11 ,680 11,382 11 ,431 12,984 
11 ,123 13,731 15,105 16,987 
7,623 6,417 5,745 9,500 8,822 

3,031 4,394 4,276 4,033 
2,387 2,799 2,907 3,264 

32.0 35.7 32.0 27.6 
3.6 4.5 3.9 3.1 
59 57 51 45 

both to feed and water his herds. He uses his 
private 5,000 acres, which his forefathers 
homesteaded at the turn of the century, plus 
the adjacent 42,900 acres that he rents from 
the U.S. Forest Service and the Bureau of 
Land Management. 

Since Randall requires 68.5 acres per ani
mal, he must constantly rotate his herd to 
follow the seasonal availability of forage and 
water. But that is the way it is. Due to the 
ownership patterns of the West, Randall has 
no alternative but to use the two together. If 
the fees for public lands are priced out of 
sight, Randall and many others like him will 
be out of business. 

Like other western ranchers, Randall 
works from sun-up to sundown seven days a 
week, hoping to make $20,000 this year, a 
typical salary for livestock producers in his 
part of the country. Most ranchers run 
small, family owned operations. Despite 
their size, they make a very big difference in 
their local economies. If the ranchers are 
forced out because of increased public lands 
fees , many rural areas will crumble. 

Take Buhl, Idaho, population 3,600. Buhl 
critically depends on Randall and several 
dozen other nearby ranchers like him who 
buy feed, equipment, gasoline and supplies. 
Idaho also greatly depends on the rancher 
and his beef. Last year, the state realized 13 
percent of its gross state revenues and 34 
percent of its gross agriculture revenues 
from livestock production. To put these 
numbers in perspective, consider that Flor
ida realizes only 0.4 percent of its gross state 
product from oranges. 

The economic impact of overpriced public 
lands on western ranchers is only one of the 
issues to consider. Another element is the 
environmental management of the lands. 
The public grazing system practiced by Ran
dall and other ranchers has broad environ
mental goals. For instance, the carefully 
controlled grazing plan that Randall follows 
is designed to enhance the vigor and diver
sity of the plants and grasses on his lands. 
Then there are the animal&-elk, deer, ante
lope and other wildlife-that would not be in 
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such abundance if ranchers like Randall had 
not brought in the water and salt that now 
sustains them. 

As further testament to Randall's and 
other ranchers' vital contribution to western 
rangelands is their role as caretakers. Sports 
enthusiasts and other recreationalists are 
able to use and enjoy these same public lands 
because Randall is on hand to stop vandal
ism, poaching and fires, or even to aid some
one in distress. 

As can be seen, grazing fees weigh heavily 
in the complex equation of western ranching 
life. Many environmental, economic and so
cial benefits are the results of Randall and 
thousands like him who vitally depend on 
fairly and predictably priced public range
lands. If the public lands are overpriced, 
many ranchers and other vital elements of 
western life will suffer. 

THE WESTERN RANCHER 

Western rangelands with their vast, unbro
ken horizons, rolling hills , and tall prairie 
grasses have been home to self-reliant men 
and women ranchers for more than a cen
tury. From the earliest pioneers, these live
stock producers have existed in unique har
mony with the rugged West. 

But, who are they? What are their con
tributions to the environment, their indus
try, their states and this country? This bro
chure will clarify some points obscured or 
typically misunderstood about these western 
ranchers. 

A PATCHWORK QUILT 

Choice rangeland was abundant and widely 
available when the first settlers arrived in 
the West. Early settlers homesteaded the ar
able land for private farms and ranches. The 
states took the best that were left, leaving 
the land that no one wanted to the federal 
government. Today, the western range lands 
are a deeply intermingled patchwork quilt of 
public and private lands, a mix resulting 
from the pioneer homesteaders of a century 
ago. 

A SUCCESSFUL PARTNERSHIP 

For nearly 100 years, western livestock 
producers have worked in a successful part
nership with the U.S. Government to manage 
the public lands. At the turn of the century, 
President Teddy Roosevelt was just begin
ning the conservation movement, and west
ern ranchers were among the first to join. 
These livestock producers initiated their 
partnership with the federal government to 
stem the tide of indiscriminate, uncontrolled 
grazing that was destroying the western pub
lic lands. 

Today, four to five generations later, 
American ranchers are still concerned con
servationists. In fact, ranchers have a vital 
stake in sound environmental management; 
after all, it's in their economic self-interest. 

ACCOMPLISHED CONSERVATIONISTS 

Ranchers have spent years-generations 
really-learning valuable environmental les
sons to leave the rangelands in as good, or 
even better, condition as when they found 
them. By aerating soil and scattering seeds, 
cattle grazing is beneficial to the environ
ment. Livestock production is also crucial to 
many wildlife species that now depend on 
water, salt and other feed that ranchers pro
vide for their herds. Just since 1960, big game 
populations have increased dramatically-
782 percent for elk and 482 percent for moose, 
to name just two species. 

In fact, the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) reports in its " State of the Public 
Rangelands 1990" that " public rangelands 
are in a better condition than at any time in 
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this century: " testament to the thousands of 
ranch families who tend the range. 

FAMILY RANCHERS 

Public lands ranchers are the family farm
ers of the West. By far the majority of ranch
ers who use public lands run small family op
erations, and most live on the edge, making 
less than $28,000 a year. Fixed costs are high, 
as are debt burdens. But most feel the qual
ity of life is worth the effort. 

More critically, the patchwork ownership 
patterns of the West ensure that ranchers 
have no real choice between using public or 
private lands. The average homestead 
doesn't contain enough private land to sus
tain a herd of cattle year round. Therefore, 
the rancher depends on a balanced mix of ad
jacent public and private lands to success
fully raise his livestock. 

ECONOMIC BACKBONE 

Ranching is the backbone of the rural 
western economy. A $9.2 billion industry, 
public lands ranching offers a critical tax 
base for rural western schools, hospitals, 
roads, and other services. It is also crucial to 
sustaining local economies-especially small 
rural towns-where ranchers buy fuel, feed, 
supplies and heavy equipment. 

Ranchers are also important to the local 
and state economies in that they contribute 
heavily to domestic beef, lamb and wool pro
duction. Fifty percent of U.S. marketable 
lambs and 20 percent of calves going to 
feedlots come from western public lands. 
Eighty-eight percent of the cattle produced 
in Idaho, 64 percent in Wyoming and 63 per
cent in Arizona depend in part on public 
grazing lands. · 

THE COSTS 

It's true that private grazing land rents are 
typically higher than public rangeland graz
ing fees. However, private leases are self-suf
ficient units where the owner provides the 
rancher fencing, water improvement and 
roads. 

On public lands, by contrast, little is pro
vided the rancher. Instead, the livestock pro
ducer must bear most of these costs, includ
ing larger management costs, higher death 
loss and poorer animal performance due to 
the inherently wilder open range environ
ment. In addition, ranchers leasing public 
lands also must bear the increased costs of 
complying with federal red tape. 

A FAIR FORMULA 

Public land fees, an integral part of west
ern ranching, grew out of turn-of-the-cen
tury government regulation on public lands. 
Following an earlier U.S. Forest Service 
range fee formula, the government enacted 
the Taylor Grazing Act in 1934. This land
mark act gave The Grazing Service (a pre
cursor to the BLM) the right to charge fees 
for all public lands, including the millions of 
acr~s of "no man's land" left over from the 
homesteading days. 

Answering a need to update the fee system, 
the government initiated the Public Range
lands Improvement Act (PRIA) in 1978. This 
range fee formula is indexed to rise and fall 
with market livestock prices, production 
costs and forage values. When these vari
ables change, the fees change with them. In 
fact, in the last four years, fees have risen 
nearly 50 percent. 

A LEGACY OF SUCCESS 

Western ranchers, during the past century, 
have contributed not only to the rural west
ern economies, but also to the local environ
ment and to the upkeep of the public lands. 
These ranchers depend on fairly and predict
ably priced public lands to ensure the con-
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tinuation of their livelihood. And, Americans 
depend on the cattlemen's stewardship of the 
land. 

In short, our public range fee system is fair 
to all concerned, but particularly the Amer
ican taxpayer and the western rancher. This 
partnership is working and is stimulating 
private investment in public rangelands to 
the benefit of ranchers, the ranching indus
try, the consumer, wildlife and our national 
environment. 

Who is the western rancher? An American 
success story. 

A TRIBUTE TO LOUISE WOODSON 
BROWN-51 YEARS OF BEAU
TIFUL MUSICAL MINISTRY 

HON. LUCIEN E. BLACKWELL 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. BLACKWELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to pay tribute to Mrs. Louise W. Brown, the 
choir director and organist at the Allen African 
Methodist Episcopal Church. For more than 50 
years, Louise Brown has bestowed her most 
special musical gift upon numerous congrega
tions in the city of Philadelphia. I would like to 
take a moment to reflect on some of the ac
complishments of this truly remarkable 
woman. 

Louise Woodson Brown developed a solid 
love for music early in her life. Mrs. Brown's 
mother constantly encouraged Louise to de
velop her musical talents, and sacrificed in a 
great many ways to support her daughter's 
musical endeavors. Louise Brown began her 
piano instruction with a private tutor at the 
early age of 7, and was playing the organ by 
the time she was 13 years old. Mrs. Brown 
once remarked on her complete dedication to 
her musical studies by stating, "I would prac
tice for 3 hours every day to play perfectly." At 
the Wayland Temple Baptist Church, the choir 
director recognized the quality of her work, 
and taught her how to accompany the choir on 
the organ. At this point, Louise Brown knew 
she was "graced by God with a gift for music." 

Mrs. Brown's first assignment was in 1941 
at the National Temple Baptist Church on 17th 
and Master Streets in Philadelphia. Through
out the years, Louise took her talent to numer
ous congregations including the White Rock 
Baptist Church, the Zion Baptist Church, and 
the Tenth Memorial Baptist Church. 

In 1980, Louise Brown came to the Allen Af
rican Methodist Episcopal Church, where the 
Reverend William H. Smallwood was and re
mains this pastor to this day. As the choir di
rector and organist, Mrs. Brown is in charge of 
both the Allen Church Choir, and the Allen 
Gospel Choir. Both choirs are well known in 
the city of Philadelphia, and it is to the credit 
of Louise Brown that they have been able to 
reach their highest levels. 

Throughout her career, Louise Brown has 
received numerous awards and certificates for 
excellence. As Louise Brown receives yet an
other much deserved honor this week, I would 
like to ask my colleagues to rise and join me 
in paying our greatest tributes to this fine 
woman. In addition, I would like to offer our 
greatest congratulations to her husband 
Dewitt, her 3 children, her 10 grandchildren, 
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and her 4 great grandchildren. In closing, I 
simply want to wish Louise Woodson Brown 
continued health, happiness, and of course, 
musical success. "God Bless Louise Brown." 

THE FRIENDS OF THE COLLEGE 
OF EDUCATION AT FLORIDA 
INTERNATIONAL UNIVERSITY 
HONOR COMMISSIONER OF EDU
CATION, BETTY CASTOR 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday , March 4, 1992 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to acknowledge the Commissioner of Edu
cation of the State of Florida, Ms. Betty 
Castor, for her contribution to Florida's edu
cational system. Commissioner Castor was 
honored by the members of Florida Inter
national University's Friends of the College of 
Education and presented with the Distin
guished Education Service Award during a 
ceremony in February. 

The Friends of the College of Education, of 
which I am a member is a volunteer group 
committed to advancing education in the com
munity. The Friend's goal is to enable the FIU 
College of Education to recruit and retain the 
best local students in the field of education by 
raising funds for scholarships. 

During the ceremony, Paul H. O'Neill, chair
man of the board and chief executive officer of 
Alcoa and chairman of President Bush's Edu
cation Policy Advisory Committee was the 
keynote speaker. 

Among the many people who honored Com
missioner Castor's work are the following 
members of the honorary committee: Michelle 
and Wayman Adkins, Betty and Alvah H. 
Chapman, Margarita and Armando Godina, 
Remedios and Fausto Diaz Oliver, Earlene 
and Albert Dotson, Patricia and Philip Frost, 
Janet and Thomas McAliley, Martha and Les
lie Pantin, Delia and Sam Verdeja, Grace and 
Octavio Visiedo. In addition are the following 
members of Friends of the College of Edu
cation: Trudy Cejas, Barbara Bader, Ellen 
Barocas, Karen Dien Bekkers, Toni Bilbao, 
Mary Ann Buffone, Bobi Dimond, Marlin Arky 
Feldman, Nora Garcia, Sara Halberg, Cynthia 
Leesfield, Ana Margarita Maidique, Maria 
Millheiser, Berta Savariego, Judith Stopek, 
Marti Wakshlag, and Joanne Waldorf. 

It is my pleasure to have the opportunity to 
acknowledge the work of those involved in the 
advancement of the School of Education at 
Florida International University, as well as the 
promotion of further education. In addition, I 
wish to acknowledge FIU President Mitch 
Maidique for his commitment and dedication to 
excellence in education. 

THE CHANGING HEALTH CARE 
MARKET 

HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. Mr. Speak

er, recently I had the good fortune of meeting 
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with Mr. Jeffrey Moll, the president of Beth Is
rael Hospital in Pastiche, NJ. Mr. Moll has 
great insight as to our Nation's health care 
problems, and the role of hospitals in an effi
cient health care system. For the RECORD, I 
would like to submit an editorial by Mr. Moll 
which recently appeared in the Bergen County 
Record: 
THE CHANGING HEALTH-CARE MARKET-HOS

PITALS MUST LOOK BEYOND THEIR FOUR 
WALLS 

(By Jeffrey Moll) 
Traditionally, the strength of New Jersey 

hospitals has been measured in terms of the 
number of inpatients compared with the 
number of beds. 

This view has been a standard for many 
hospital administrators, managers, and 
board members, as well as market analysts. 
It is on this perception that the usual course 
of market growth has been based-typically, 
the expansion of the hospital campus itself. 

Interestingly enough, many analysts and 
state officials continue to define a hospital 's 
primary assets in terms of its physical plant 
and bed capacity. However, most managers 
have begun to realize that this standard no 
longer applie&-that "the bed is dead" within 
the health-care market. 

Lately, the primary growth in hospital ac
tivity nationwide has been in outpatient 
services. 

Although 90 percent of a hospital 's busi
ness may have been inpatients 15 years ago, 
that figure is declining. According to statis
tics ·released by the New Jersey Hospital As
sociation, the length of inpatient stays has 
decreased 16.5 percent since 1980, while out
patient visits have increased 63 percent. 

In fact, gross outpatient revenue at New 
Jersey hospitals has increased approxi
mately . 232 percent in 10 years, compared 
with a 99 percent increase in inpatient reve
nues. 

This change within the market has forced 
administrators to revise their health-care 
concepts and explore the potential for ex
panding beyond their traditional four walls. 

Although health care is a necessary com
munity service, it is also a business, and 
basic business practice dictates that services 
be tailored to meet market demand. 

The market is now requiring medical fa
cilities to reach out to the community. No 
longer does strategic planning simply trans
late into physical expansion, with the intent 
of accommodating larger inpatient popu
lations. Those who wish to survive in the 
struggling New Jersey economy must re
evaluate their strategies and adopt new poli
cies that meet the growing realities of the 
health-care market. 

Many hospitals have already begun to re
spond to these demands. In fact, the surge in 
programs conducted off hospital grounds il
lustrates industry efforts to adjust to the 
market. For instance, although house calls 
are a thing of the past for lots of doctors, 
many New Jersey hospitals have resusci
tated similar services to accommodate 
changing needs. 

Home health care in this state has under
gone overwhelming growth, with nurses, di
eticians, and other practitioners visiting pa
tients. 

Beth Israel alone had a 30 percent increase 
in such visits in 1990 compared with 1989, 
which was already up 20 percent from the 
year before. In the first eight months of this 
year, the hospital has been responsible for 
80,000 visits to patients' home&-a 35 percent 
increase over last year. 

Many hospitals are also starting to develop 
other forms of community programs. For ex-
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ample, some send medical vans directly to 
high-density neighborhoods that are often 
low-income as well. Immunization, 
screenings, physical exams, and health edu
cation will soon be conducted on location, 
often at a work site . 

In addition to conducting extensive edu
cation programs at the workplace, many 
hospitals conduct screenings for cancer, sub
stance abuse, high cholesterol, and other dis
orders. 

Many hospitals have begun to establish 
satellite offices. Off-site medical centers are 
becoming the norm rather than the excep
tion, gaining significant popularity and 
credibility with patients. 

The rise in " urgent care" facilities showed 
the industry that such programs were not 
only possible but necessary. Convenience is 
an important priority in today 's society so 
alternative medical care is welcome. 

The perception of quality care no longer 
centers on a hospital bed. Patients who once 
used emergency rooms (sometimes inappro
priately) are now using off-site facilities. 
People have even grown accustomed to seek
ing treatment at facilities within shopping 
centers. 

Experiences within our own cancer unit 
are an example of the trend for off-site care. 

Although cancer treatment may have once 
been considered an inpatient procedure, Beth 
Israel has witnessed a major move to out
patient services. Outpatient chemotherapy 
has skyrocketed about 300 percent over the 
last decade, and about 90 percent of radiation 
therapy is done on an outpatient basis. 

Indeed, Beth Israel 's recent plans for phys
ical expansion have emphasized outpatient 
cancer treatment and same-day surgery. 

To remain competitive, administrators 
must reconfigure their four walls to allow 
for new technology; they must redesign them 
to accommodate growing outpatient serv
ices. 

In the future, patients may not even real
ize they are going to the hospital. 

A SPECIAL SALUTE TO MS. 
HENRIETTA DIXON 

HON. LOUIS STOKES 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

pay tribute to an outstanding individual who is 
very special to our community, Ms. Henrietta 
Dixon. On Saturday, March 7, 1992, friends, 
family, and students will gather in Cleveland 
Heights, OH, to salute Ms. Dixon for her con
tributions to our community over the years. I 
am pleased to participate in this tribute to 
someone who is very special and has been a 
positive. role model in my life. 

Henrietta Dixon came to Cleveland with her 
father at an early age. Her father, W.C. Dixon, 
was a well-known music instructor in Cleve
land. Ms. Dixon followed in. her father's musi
cal footsteps when she organized a group of 
young men from the Cleveland community to 
play rhythm instruments. The group became 
known as the Mozart Band. The band was 
quite popular, appearing in concert at various 
churches and community events. The Mozart 
Band also enjoyed an exciting radio career 
during its existence. 

I am proud to report that during our youth, 
both my brother, Judge Carl B. Stokes, and I 
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were members of the Mozart Band. When we 
were young men growing up in Cleveland, Ms. 
Dixon was our music teacher. I played the 
trumpet, while my brother, Carl, was a stude~t 
of the piano. I recall Ms. Dixon as a music 
teacher who had high expectations for her stu
dents. She was a disciplinarian who de
manded excellence, but she gave freely of her 
time, energy, and talent to help us reach our 
goals. 

Mr. Speaker, Ms. Dixon tau~ht her stud~nts 
to appreciate all forms of musical expression. 
More importantly, she encouraged us to set 
our sights high and overcome obstacles. Be
cause of her efforts, she can boast among her 
students many who have gone on to achieve 
as teachers, doctors, lawyers, judges, and in 
various other professions over the years. 

Henrietta Dixon has always been willing to 
share her talents with the community, while 
asking little in return. Not only did she teach 
music free of charge, but she taught black his
tory at various schools in t~e Clev~land area. 
She has a special gift for using music to reach 
out to our youth. . 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to ~alut~ Henriett~ 
Dixon. She is a shape note historian, practi
tioner, and teacher. She is also an outstanding 
individual and remarkable woman whom I will 
always admire and respect. I a~k my col
leagues to join me in a very special salute to 
my greatest teacher, Ms. Henrietta Dixon. 

IN HONOR OF LITHUANIAN PEO
PLE ON SECOND ANNIVERSARY 
OF INDEPENDENCE 

HON. WIWAM 0. LIPINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay trib
ute to the people of Lithuania as _they ~ele
brate the second anniversary of their regained 
independence. 

As many of us are aware, the Lithuanian 
community around the world just finished cele
brating Lithuania's 74th anniv.ersa~. On. Feb
ruary 16, I joined the many ~1~huanians 1.n my 
district in observing this ausp1c1ous occasion. 

However, I think it is fitting and proper to 
add March 11, 1990, as a new independence 
day to be recognized. It was on that day that 
the Supreme Council of Lith~ania ~ulfilled the 
democratic mandate of the Lithuanian people 
and restored Lithuania as a sovereign state. 

March 11, 1990, represents the final vic!ory 
over 51 years of Soviet Communist domina
tion. During that time the Lithuanian people 
struggled against a systematic attempt to 
crush their spirit and halt the independence 
movement. It is a testament to the will of the 
Lithuanian people that they did not falter in the 
face of a larger and more powerful enemy. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in honoring 
the individuals who fought and died for the 
freedom of Lithuania, and to commemorate 
March 11, 1992, as the second anniversary of 
the newly formed Democratic Governm~nt. I 
urge all citizens to recog.nize this da¥ of inde
pendence for the Lithuanian community. 
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TRIBUTE TO KARL ULLMAN 

HON. HOW ARD L BERMAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. ANTIIONY C. BEILENSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, we rise today to 

pay tribute to a good friend and outst~ndi~g 
leader, Mr. Karl Ullman, who is celebrating his 
retirement after 40 years of service to local 
495 of the Joint Council of Teamsters. 

Karl has served local 495 in a variety of ca
pacities during his distinguished career, includ
ing as president from 1965 to 1970 and as 
secretary-treasurer for the last 12 years. He 
has also been a member of the Joint Council 
of Teamsters Executive Board since 1978. His 
leadership and commitment to the welfare of 
the Teamsters have earned him the respect 
and affection of all his membership. 

During Karl's tenure as secretary-treasurer, 
he was appointed trustee to both the Western 
Conference of Teamsters Pension Plan and 
the Teamsters Miscellaneous Security Trust 
Fund. His untiring efforts in promoting the 
causes of the Teamsters led to his appoint
ment as the assistant automotive division di
rector for the Western Conference and he was 
eventually selected as full director of the Auto
motive Trades Division. 

Karl is also recognized as an involved, per
sistent and effective negotiator in protecting 
the rights of working people. Always ready ~o 
go the extra mile, Karl is well-known for his 
successful negotiating of contracts for dec
ades. 

There are few people so dedicated as Karl. 
It gives us great pleasure to ask our col
leagues to join us in wishing Karl Ullman a 
happy, healthy, and productive retirement. 

HUGH D. PICKETT 

HON. TED~ 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, it was my privi
lege today to participate at the memorial serv
ice at the Judson Memorial Church for my 
friend, Hugh D. Pickett, who died on Saturday. 

I am pleased to share with my colleagues 
the obituary which appeared in the New York 
Times as well as my remembrances of this 
wonderful human being. 

HUGH D. PICKETT-BAPI'IST MINISTER, 60 
The Rev. Hugh D. Pickett who oversaw 

pension plans and other employee benefits 
for 10,000 Baptist ministers, missionaries and 
lay workers around the world, died on Satur
day in Tampa, Fla., where he was attending 
a church meeting. He was 60 years old and 
lived in Manhattan. 

He died of a heart attack, church officials 
said. . 

Mr. Pickett, who was associate executive 
director for benefit plans for the Ministers 
and Missionaries Board of the American Bap
tist Churches, graduated with honors from 
Denison University in 1953 and from the Yale 
Divinity School in 1956, the year he was or-
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dained and the year he became the director 
of campus ministry at Ball State University 
in Muncie, Ind. He joined the ministers and 
missionaries staff in 1963. 

He received a master's degree in higher 
education from the University of Michigan 
in 1961. He was a Carnegie Fellow in 1962. 

He is survived by his wife, Anna Lou, and 
a sister, Rachel Anne Anderson, of Arling
ton, Tex. 

To say that Hugh Pickett touched .all of our 
lives very deeply is to state the obvious-but 
it is also to vastly understate the matter. You 
didn't just become a friend of Hugh's-you be
came part of his family. Indeed he had the 
largest extended family of anyone I know. And 
he was extremely protective, loyal, and proud 
of each and every one of us-from his peers 
to the youngest of the group. 

He was proudest, of course, of Anna Lou. 
Together they forged a magnific~n~ marriage; 
two strong, independent, self-suff1c1ent people 
who did not need the other to make them
selves whole. Maintaining their full 
individualities, they became a dynamic loving 
team in the many areas in which their inter
ests and activities coincided. 

Hugh had a special capacity to relate to 
young people, and whether it _was Alex, 
Pekoe and Steven who spent their summers 
or th~ Weiss-Hoover boys who traditionally 
visited for years on the weekend before Labor 
Day, Shelter Island became the place where 
children could also be treated as adults-at 
least by Hugh. As Katrina and T~tiana w~re 
officially inducted into the family in wedding 
ceremonies conducted by Hugh, and then 
Paula and our grandchildren each came 
along, they too shared in the magic.. . 

The discussions Hugh engaged 1n with the 
kids or with the adults for that matter, were 
quit~ often calculated to make you climb the 
walls. Is it any secret to any of us that Hugh 
had some strongly held opinions. To set off a 
discussion, or an argument, he was capabl~ of 
adopting the most outlandish point of view; 
and because he was so mischievous you 
could never be certain whether he was putting 
you on the whole time. 

He loved people and the company of peo
ple. He loved to entertain and he was a great 
cook. He performed everything-be it ~ wed
ding ceremony for our children or a Christmas 
supper for friends-with the elegance and 
style he brought to everything. . . 

Hugh loved the little conspiracies that poli
tics offer up sporadically. 

I was pleased and grateful that he served 
as the treasurer of my campaign committee 
for the past 20 years. A truly thankless job 
even if my treasury was never of overly bur
densome dimensions. Still there were records 
to be kept and reports to be filed according to 
a predetermined schedule promulgated by the 
Federal Election Commission. For the most 
part Hugh met the deadlines; but there were 
occasional lapses. 

Here is how Grains Business Weekly re
ported one such lapse last year: "Earlier this 
year, the treasurer of Representative TED 
WEISS' 1990 election campaign wrote the Fed
eral Election Commission to explain why his 
staff had failed to meet a deadline for filing a 
report on campaign contributors. The treasurer 
said he had been in eastern Turkey at the 
time, the person in charge of checking the 
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mail had just had a baby and well, 'we did not 
have a campaign organization or operate in a 
normal campaign fashion'." I hasten to add 
that the FEC found that a perfectly acceptable 
explanation; especially since it was the off 
season, no elections were pending and there 
was little to report in any event. Hugh knew 
how to keep the important things in life in per
spective. 

Hugh was a wonderful human being de
voted to truth, justice, and peace. We loved 
him when he was with us and we love him still 
even as we know that we will miss him ter
ribly. 

COURT GETS MORE CRUEL AND 
UNUSUAL 

HON. DON EDWARDS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. Speaker, 

our judicial system is based on the premise 
that those accused of a crime are innocent 
until proven guilty. The Supreme Court, by rul
ing that judges can deny bail to "putative of
fenders" on grounds of "dangerousness," ap
pears to give those judges the power to over
ride that premise. In addition, we see the 
Court eroding the standard of cruel and un
usual punishment. These constitutional rights, 
guaranteed by the eighth amendment, are 
slowly being eviscerated, as indicated by the 
sixth editorial in the Atlanta Constitution series 
honoring the 200th anniversary of the Bill of 
Rights. 

Article Vill: Excessive bail shall not be re
quired, nor excessive fines imposed, nor cruel 
and unusual punishments inflicted. 

COURT GETS MORE CRUEL AND UNUSUAL 

The following is the sixth in a series of edi
torials leading to the 200th anniversary Dec. 
15 of the ratification of the Bill of Rights. 

Basic fairness in punishment is guaranteed 
by the Eighth Amendment, which prohibits 
the government from imposing excessive bail 
and fines and inflicting "cruel and unusual 
punishments.'' 

Bail ensures that people accused of a crime 
will show up for trial. It is grounded in the 
ancient English principle that such people 
must not be routinely incarcerated. 

Four years ago, the U.S. Supreme Court 
kicked the pins out from under that prin
ciple by upholding the constitutionality of a 
federal law permitting preventive detention. 
Under the court's ruling, judges can deny 
bail to "putative offenders" on grounds of 
''dangerousness.'' 

In effect, the judges are asked to predict 
the likelihood of future criminal conduct. So 
much for blind justice and the presumption 
of innocence. 

A century-long series of Supreme Court 
rulings declares that punishments are to be 
judged unconstitutionally cruel and unusual 
according to an .evolving standard of public 
opinion. The current court appears to be fall
ing significantly behind a more enlightened 
American citizenry. 

In 1989, for example, the court ruled that it 
is all right to execute a mentally retarded 
person-two years after this was forbidden 
by the state of Georgia, as pro-death penalty 
a jurisdiction as exists in the country. In 
other dubious cases, the court has allowed 
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the death penalty to be imposed on people as 
young as 16; whether it permits 15-year-olds 
to be executed remains to be seen. 

This year, in a 5-4 decision, the court de
cided there can be no cruel and unusual pun
ishment in a prison unless a prisoner can 
prove that prison officials in some sense in
tended it. Absent "deliberate indifference" 
on the officials' part, the prisoner has no re
course. 

The Bush administration itself warned 
against insulating "seriously inhumane" 
prison conditions from constitutional chal
lenge merely because those in charge have 
tried (unsuccessfully) to make things better. 
That's not our problem, said the court. 

A TRIBUTE TO THE ELLIS FAMILY 

HON. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, it is my 

pleasure to have the opportunity to acknowl
edge the members of the Ellis family for hav
ing taken part in the Greater Miami Opera's 
"Cristofaro Colombo." Bobby and Judy Ellis 
and their daughter Jennifer took part as extras 
in the production. In a Miami Herald article en
titled "A Shared Spotlight," Bea Moss reports: 

The Ellis family is used to doing things on 
the spur of the moment. 

After all, Bobby Ellis and his son Geoffrey 
hopped on a plane to Germany in the fall of 
1989 to see the dismantling of the Berlin Wall 
and to chip off a few pieces. 

When Judy Ellis saw a notice in Neighbors 
a few weeks ago about the Greater Miami 
Opera looking for extras for an upcoming 
opera, she said what the heck. 

" We figured we had nothing to lose by 
going," she said. "If we didn' t get the parts, 
we'd just go out to lunch." 

Actually, Judy and her husband, Bobby, 
went to the audition just to give support to 
their daughter Jennifer, an aspiring actress. 

Geoffrey, 20, a student of graphic design at 
the North Campus of Miami-Dade Commu
nity College, passed on the experience. 

'THEY NEEDED MORE EXTRAS' 

"It turned out they needed more extras," 
said Jennifer, a senior at Palmetto High 
School where she is president of Palmetto 
Players and vice president of the Thespian 
Honor Society. 

That is why there will be three Ellises on 
stage in the opera's production of Cristoforo 
Columbo, opening Monday at Dade County 
Auditorium. 

More than 100 people of all ages were cho
sen to be supernumeraries-extras with non
speaking roles-in the opera, written by 
Alberto Franchetti and Luigi Illica and first 
performed in Genoa, Italy, in 1892. This will 
be the first time the revised opera has been 
performed in the United States in 80 years. 

Bobby Ellis, manager of reservation sales 
for Delta Air Lines, was chosen to be a dig
nitary in the court of inquisition for the pro
duction. 

"I was fortunate to get the part because I 
appear three different times," said the tall, 
slim super, who will wear a flowing black 
velvet rope and a jacket with a fur collar. 

Judy was chosen to be a nun. Dressed in an 
elaborate habit, she will stand and kneel a 
lot, she said. 

FOUR SCENES 

Jennifer, almost five feet nine inches tall, 
was lucky. She will appear in four scenes. 
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She will be la monk, "because they needed 
tall people," I a nun and an Indian servant in 
the New World. 

"That's something," she said. "From a nun 
to an Indian maid with feathers." 

Her final role is in the opera's epilogue, in 
which she is a vision of the departed Queen 
Isabella, wearing an elegant gown. 

"I welcome the chance for this experi
ence," said Jennifer, who plans to major in 
theater in college. "It helps me to see if this 
is what I really want." 

Bobby, who appeared in high school pro
ductions many years ago, says he has been 
something of a ham over the years. 

"Maybe this will rub off on Jennifer in a 
positive fashion," he said. 

The family, which moved to the Pinecrest 
area 41/2 years ago, had thought about audi
tioning for an opera when they lived in Pasa
dena, Calif., but never did. 

Judy has some stage experience, having 
produced and narrated fashion shows in 
Pasadena. 

All three are happy to be in the produc
tion. Even the three weeks of almost nightly 
rehearsals hasn't dimmed their enthusiasm. 

"Everybody had been really friendly," 
Judy said. "It's like a big family." 

In fact, this is the largest number of super
numeraries in the history of Greater Miami 
Opera productions, said the extra's captain, 
Chris Warren of Perrine. 

Supers are paid a nominal fee for expenses. 
Warren, also a super and a backup, is play

ing the silent role of King Ferdinand. 
"As a super, you feel part of the total 

opera," Warren said. "If the opera is success
ful and if you were only on the stage for 30 
seconds, you feel like you contributed to its 
success." 

When the idea of that success and curtain 
calls were mentioned, Bobby Ellis didn't 
hesitate. 

"When the cheers start at the end of the 
opera," he said, "we'll pretend they're 
yelling for us. '' 

Mr. Speaker I am pleased to acknowledge 
the work of the Ellis family in the Greater 
Miami Opera. In addition, I wish to recognize 
the work of Jennifer Ellis, who was also cast 
in the opera's next production. Through this 
opportunity, Jennifer has decided to pursue 
her interest in the arts and a career in acting. 

THE FEDS AND THE ARTS: WHERE 
IT WENT WRONG 

HON. CUFF STEARNS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
refer to my colleagues the following article that 
appeared in the February 25, 1992 edition of 
the Washington Post. This article is by Leon
ard Garment who was a White House coun
selor to President Richard Nixon, and gives 
the interesting history of the National Endow
ment for the Arts. 

Mr. Garment is a supporter of Federal fund
ing for the arts, however, in his article he seri
ously questions the need of Federal funding 
given the disdain and contempt the artistic 
community has shown the taxpayers. 

Garment says: "If the Endowment is to sur
vive, we will have to start making legislative 
distinctions between the preservation and dis-
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semination of time-tested art treasures-from 
Michelangelo and Mozart to Bechet and Elling
ton-which can and should be given public 
support, and contemporary art still in the aes
thetic laboratory, which will have to be sup
ported by private foundations and patrons. If 
private aesthetic tastes runs to fecal symbol
ism, public urination and the politics of con
tempt, so be it, but not with public funds. And 
if some arts leaders continue too show disdain 
for the hard, disciplined, compromise-filled 
work of sustaining a political consensus for the 
arts, and continue to act as if shouting "First 
Amendment!" at every opponent were a per
suasive or powerful argument, the Federal arts 
experiment will face and fall." 

Mr. Speaker, with our Federal budget deficit 
expected to reach approximately $348 billion 
this year, we can only afford what is abso
lutely necessary, not just desirable. 

Given our deficit and the many critical Fed
eral programs being underfunded, I ask my 
colleagues to read Mr. Garment's article and 
ask themselves if the $178 million we appro
priate to the NEA is absolutely necessary, or 
just desirable? 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 25, 1992] 
THE FEDS AND THE ARTS: WHERE IT WENT 

WRONG 

(By Leonard Garment) 
The President's fear of Pat Buchanan's 

sharp tongue may have been the final straw, 
but it was inevitable that John Frohnmayer 
would sooner or later have to resign as chair
man of the National Endowment for the 
Arts. He has been forced out not because he 
is an egregiously inept man-but because he 
served during years when this country fi
nally had to face up to the immense dif
ficulty of funding private art with public 
money in a populist culture. Those of us in
volved in federal arts policy over the years 
worked hard to keep this tension submerged. 
It is something of a miracle that we suc
ceeded as long as we did. 

The federal government started funding 
federal arts programs as early as the 1930s, 
but it was the Kennedy administration that 
pushed the idea of a broader federal arts pol
icy and established a Federal Advisory Coun
cil on the Arts to pursue such a policy. In 
1965 President Lyndon Johnson finished what 
his predecessor had started by creating the 
national arts endowment that we know 
today. Its funding, at the beginning, was in
significant. 

When the Nixon administration took office 
in 1969, I became the White House aide in 
charge of arts. I was visited by visions of a 
vastly expanded Endowment, and President 
Nixon was agreeable to the idea. Under at
tack from liberals over Vietnam, he saw ben
efits in making some conciliatory gestures 
toward them. As a student of history, he 
knew something of the connnection between 
great cultures and powerful political re
gimes. And he was, hard as it may be for his 
enemies to imagine, a closet aethete who 
worshiped great artistic performers. 

In the spring of 1969 I turned for help in 
this project to Michael Straight, Nancy 
Hanks and Charles MacWhorter. The admin
istration got things started by proposing a 
doubling of the arts budget. Nancy became 
chairman of the endowment and spearheaded 
the effort with Congress, explaining how 
more money would fund more arts institu
tions and artists across the country-Le., in 
every congressman's district. She soon 
reached critical mass and took off on her 
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own. She was a huge success, and the Endow
ment's annual budget grew exponentially, 
from S8 million to $140 million, until she fin
ished her second term in 1976. Meanwhile, 
Straight, a novelist and serious art collector, 
became deputy chairman of the Endowment. 
He served as quality control officer and wor
ried about the damage this idea of art-as-pol
itics might ultimately do to the artistic 
quality the Endowment was supposed to pro
mote. 

Sometimes we had to deal with controver
sies created by the burgeoning federal arts 
establishment-though by contrast with to
day 's blowups, ours were chaste and tame. 
There was, if you can now imagine it, a 
three-week congressional dust-up over the 
use of the word "bullshit" in a federally 
funded Living Stage improvisation for 
school-children in Baltimore. Then the 
American Film Institute, a federally funded 
organization housed in the Kennedy Center, 
scheduled a feature called "Milhous," a foul 
and second-rate trashing of the incumbent 
president. At Michael Straight's urging, I let 
the thing pass without comment, praying 
Nixon would not notice it. 

But on another occasion the Institute pro
posed to run "State of Siege," a Costa 
Gavras film about the killing of a hostage by 
leftist terrorists. It seemed to me crazy or 
worse, in those days of active terrorism, to 
run a film extolling terrorist murder in a 
federally funded facility. I calmly told my 
friend George Stevens, the Institute's direc
tor, that I intended to withdraw-noisily
the president's name as sponsor of the bene
fit premier at which the film was to be 
shown. Stevens just as calmly canceled the 
film. He had decided, he announced, that 
running a film at the Kennedy Center pass
ing assassins was not appropriate. The artis
tic heavens did not fall. 

We had scores of small conflagrations that 
were contained or smothered by Nancy and 
Michael 's eternal vigilance. The political 
right was kept at bay, and arts community 
leaders stayed silent at minor intrusions. 
They expressed an unarticulated consensus: 
Spare the words and save the child. 

I left Washington after Watergate. Under 
President Carter, I saw the Endowment be
come politicized, absorbing lock, stock and 
cyanide the contaminating idea of a "popu
list" art culture. Historically validated ar
tistic excellence increasingly had to elbow 
its way through crowds of mediocrity. And 
what had once been arts sideshows-experi
mental and provocative forms, political arts, 
new and exotic grants categories to cater to 
an alienated part of the arts world-gradu
ally edged into the main arena, pushed there 
by the changing political culture and at
tracting foreseeable trouble from critics on 
the right. 

I now think, though, that the seeds of de
struction were sown at the beginning, as 
Nancy Hanks, in her passion for growth, en
larged the arts constituency by doing what 
politicians do best: doling out money with 
less and less discrimination in order to get 
more and more money. But Nancy had age
nius for creating coalitions and rolling with 
contradictions. The Carterites could not du
plicate her, and they lacked a Michael 
Straight to restrain them. They simply 
shifted the process into high gear. 

In 1980 President Reagan came to town and 
promptly, though unsuccessfully, tried to 
zero-fund the Endowment. It survived subse
quent assaults partly because of the chair
manship of Frank Hadsall, a graduate of 
White House aide Jim Baker's staff and a 
man of great political skill. But the endow-
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ment was by now beset on the left by mili
tant feminism, homosexuality, AIDS advo
cacy, political rage, and undifferentiated 
provocation for the sheer hell of it. The vis
ual arts, in particular, had gone off the rails, 
with post-modern Dada-style absurdity set
ting up one easy target after another. On the 
right, the same Endowment was under at
tack from conservative-movement politics, . 
fundamentalist fury and Sen. Jesse Helms. 
Looming over the resulting clashes was a 
media machine avid for the sort of titillating 
material that usually lay at the heart of 
these disputes. 

Consensual arrangements and quiet 
fictions that had once enabled political and 
artistic adversaries to maintain a troubled 
truce started to collapse, revealing the para
dox at the heart of federal support for the 
arts: the idea that the whole country should 
pay for highly particular and private tastes. 

In 1989, early in President Bush's adminis
tration, John Frohnmayer invited me to 
lunch to talk about his new job. The con
troversy over the Endowment's support of 
the Mapplethorpe photographs, a headache 
Frohnmayer had inherited, was already in 
the news. I found myself suggesting to 
Frohnmayer some survival rules that would 
never have occurred to me in the old days: 1) 
The Endowment's enemies would try strenu
ously to have Frohnmayer's performance 
judged by the nature of his mistakes. 2) In 
his battle against these enemies, the artists 
would not be loyal allies. In fact, they too 
would be his adversaries and had to be treat
ed as such. 3) His real constituency was not 
the artists but the president, Congress and 
the public. He could benefit the arts only by 
succeeding, and success would be impossible 
if he thought of himself as an advocate for 
artists. 

He was politely appreciative, but went his 
own way, from one head-banging to another 
at the hands of artists and moralists. A few 
controversial grants-a virulently political 
pro-AIDS work featuring public figures like 
Cardinal O'Connor, Andres Serrano's "Piss 
Christ" with its crucifix in urine, theater in
volving symbolic excrement spread over the 
performer's body, and the like-came to 
symbolize the descent into artistic and 
moral disorder of the once-disciplined federal 
effort to support aesthetic "excellence." The 
arts community's heated defense of these 
grants infuriate not only the Endowment's 
conservative opponents but a large number 
of previously neutral bystanders. The con
troversy paralyzed congressional proceedings 
to reauthorize the Endowment in 1990, and 
Sen. Helms introduced a proposal to codify 
standards of decency for Endowment grants. 
Artists replied that their First Amendment 
rights were being trampled. 

Out of the noise came-what else?-a con
gressionally created bipartisan commission. 
Along with John Brademas, president of New 
York University and, in his past life as a 
congressman, an original drafter of the 1965 
Endowment legislation, I was named co
chairman. The 10 other commissioners were 
a politically heterogeneous and fiercely 
opinionated group of arts aficionados. But 
we agreed, amazingly, on a unanimous re
port. It recommended that the Endowment 
be reauthorized and that there be no specific 
content restriction-but that the Endow
ment's grant procedures be drastically re
vised to curb conflicts of interest among 
panels of artists and to restrain the funding 
of self-destructive artistic craziness. 

Yet after the funding crisis passed, behav
ior at the top of the Endowment did not 
change enough to make a difference. This 
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fall Frohnmayer received a recommendation fidence for credit union members, now 62 mil
from the Endowment's advisory council that lion strong. 
some of the same avant-garde performance Credit unions-regardless of size or sophis
artists who had conspicuously angered En- tication of services-remain steadfastly wed
dowment critics be given funds for more 
projects. He would not overrule it; the chair- ded to the principle of providing low-cost finan-
man's job-he gave me his principled expla- cial services to their members. This is the very 
nation-was to overrule his council only if a best way credit unions know how to build con
recommendation met a quasi-judicial stand- fidence. 
ard of clear and convincing error. The next Each year in the American Banker survey, 
day an Endowment staffer privately read me credit unions have distinguished themselves 
a string of phone messages received from by receiving the highest percentage of very 
staffers who were calling on behalf of the En- satisfied ratings from their members. In 1991, 
dowment's most durable supporters in Con- consumers gave credit unions a 78 percent 
gress. They all said more or less the same 
thing: "Has he lost his mind?" very satisfied rating as opposed to 65 percent 

Can the president, Congress and the arts for commercial banks and 62 percent for 
community finally cut through all this balo- thrifts. While 43 percent of those surveyed be
ney and febrile foolishness and redeem the longed to credit unions, only 21 percent des
original idea of the arts endowment? I am ignated a credit union as their "principal insti
coming to doubt it. This country, it is now tution." Banks were tapped by consumers 57 
clear, simply does not have the traditions of percent and thrifts 23 percent of the time as 
deference to artistic elites and central gov- their principal institutions. 
ernment authority to make the job easy or 
natural. If the Endowment is to survive, we Credit unions' dedication to service, rather 
will have to start making legislative distinc- than profits, is even better illustrated by the 
tions between the preservation and dissemi- fact that 29 percent of customers surveyed 
nation of time-tested art treasures-from said the quality of service improved over the 
Michelangelo and Mozart to Bechet and past year at their credit union. Only 17 percent 
Ellington-which can and should be given of bank depositors and 19 percent of thrift 
public support, and contemporary art still in customers responded similarly. 
the aesthetic laboratory, which will have to When the results of the American Banker 
be supported by private foundations and pa-
trons. If private aesthetic tastes run to fecal survey are augmented with the countless ex-
symbolism, public urination and the politics amples of how credit unions interact with their 
of contempt, so be it, but not with public members, a clear picture of these financial co
funds. And if some arts leaders continue to · operatives comes clearly into focus. Credit 
show disdain for the hard, disciplined, com- unions provide financial services to their mem
promise-filled work of sustaining a political bers who in a great many instances may not 
consensus for the arts, and continue to act as find these services elsewhere. For example, a 
if shouting "First Amendment!" at every op- survey by the National Association of Federal 
ponent were a persuasive or powerful argu-
ment, the federal arts experiment will fade Credit Unions [NAFCU] of their members con-
and fall. It will be sad ending after a happy ducted last year found that the average annual 
start, and a loss to the country, but this interest rate charged on credit cards was 14.9 
prospect is as certain as the implacable percent as opposed to the · 18 to 19 percent 
anger that follows sustained insult. charged by commercial banks. It is interesting 

A final word: Supporters of the Endowment to note that amidst the considerable opposition 
idea, like me, should note that on Sunday to Federal regulation of credit card interest 
television's "David Brinkley Show," four rates last year, there was little notice of the 
mainstays of the Washington establish-
ment-Brinkley, Sam Donaldson, Cokie Rob- fact that Federal credit unions are the only fi-
erts and George Will-agreed, more in weari- nancial institutions chartered by the Federal 
ness than indignation, that it was time for Government which must submit to a usury 
the Endowment to go. ceiling, currently set at 18 percent under the 

CREDIT UNIONS BUILD 
CONFIDENCE 

HON. CARROil HUBBARD, JR. 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, in the late 
1800's, about the only way our Nation's work
ing people could obtain a source of credit was 
through loan sharks. However, they learned 
that by banding together and pooling their 
monetary resources they could break the grip 
of loan sharks and in fact begin to build sav
ings and credit for the first time. These are the 
roots of America's credit unions, which were 
first established in the United States in the 
year 1909. It is remarkable, through all the 
changes and upheavals experienced by our 
economy and our financial institutions during 
this century, credit unions are poised to enter 
the 21st century in the same fashion as they 
began the 20th century: as builders of con-

terms of the Federal Credit Union Act. By pro
viding low-cost financial services, credit unions 
provide their members with the confidence 
they require to enter the marketplace and fi
nance the types of purchases that are nec
essary to get the American economy going 
again-be they major purchases such as auto
mobiles or homes, or more routine acquisi
tions. 

Yet, in terms of total assets among all finan
cial institutions, credit unions comprise a very 
small piece of the pie-less than 5 percent 
overall. The aggregate assets of the top 25 
American banks is over six times the com
bined size of all credit unions. But to those 62 
million American consumers who belong to 
credit unions, the availability of low-cost finan
cial services represents a vital niche in our fi
nancial marketplace. The niche that credit 
unions have cultivate~and that continues to 
blossom-is based on the fertile seeds plant
ed almost a century ago, and is one that the 
Nation's credit union community strongly 
wants to maintain and will fight to preserve. 

I urge my colleagues in Congress to con
tinue to defeat measures which would injure 
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our Nation's credit unions-such as the ad
ministration's recent proposal to tax credit 
unions-and allow these nonprofit, democrat
ically controlled and volunteer-driven financial 
cooperatives to enter the 21st century as they 
began the 20th century: as confidence build
ers. 

TRIBUTE TO DAVID AND SUE 
CORNELL 

HON. DA VE CAMP 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I rise today to recognize two 
truly outstanding individuals in northern Michi
gan. David and Sue Cornell have been named 
as the Greater Kalkaska Area Chamber of 
Commerce 1992 Citizens of the Year. 

Their activity in the community is strong and 
varied. Both are members of the Spencer 
Church of Christ. David is an Elder, and Sue 
teaches Sunday school. They also are in
volved in diabetes clinics and hospital work. 

Sue has served as the treasurer for the Na
tional Trout Festival, an event held annually 
for over 50 years that promotes the fishing 
and other summer sports that prevail in the 
Kalkaska area. With over four major trout 
streams in Kalkaska the festival attracts thou
sands of visitors to Northern Michigan. She is 
also involved in many other activities including 
Cub Scouts. 

David is the vice-president of the Kalkaska 
Area Chamber of Commerce and chairman of 
the Downtown Development Authority. He has 
been instrumental in the organization of such 
events as the National Trout Festival and 
Winterfest, an annual winter carnival held to 
celebrate the wonderful winters in Northern 
Michigan. Included in the festival is a major 
sled dog race that is the last major race be
fore the famed lditarod. It regularly draws dog 
sled teams from as far away as the east 
coast, Minnesota, and Canada. 

Their drug store in Downtown Kalkaska is a 
gem of the community. The service provided 
by the Cornells is outstanding. They make 
sure that the customers they serve are always 
satisfied. If David has to take extra time to ex
plain the do's and don'ts of medication a cus
tomer is receiving, or if Sue has to order 
something special for a customer, they make 
sure it is done. Their commitment to the com
munity is equalled by their commitment to their 
store. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that you will join with 
me in honoring this fine couple on being 
named the Greater Kalkaska Area Chamber of 
Commerce 1992 Citizens of the Year. Their 
time and commitment to the community is ex
emplary. Let us congratulate them on a job 
well done. 
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REPRESENTATIVE GERALD SOLO

MON HONORED BY VETERANS OF 
FOREIGN WARS 

HON. G.V. ts()NNY) MONTGOMERY 
OF MISSISSIPPI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, there is 

no more loyal advocate for the Nation's veter
ans than our distinguished colleague from 
New York, JERRY SOLOMON. Time and again, 
as a member and ultimately the ranking minor
ity member of the Veterans' Affairs Commit
tee, he eloquently and fiercely defended every 
veteran's right to a decent opportunity for re
adjustment to civilian society and made an in
delible contribution to quality veterans' health 
care and meaningful benefits programs. There 
is a combination of concern, passion, and per
severance-at least some of which stems 
from a Marine Corps background, I'm sure-
that has enabled JERRY to make significant 
things happen in the development of veterans' 
programs. 

It was JERRY SOLOMON'S initiative that re
sulted in the Veterans' Administration being 
upgraded to a Cabinet-level department. As a 
result, veterans can now enter through the 
front door of the White House instead of the 
back door. It gave them access to the Presi
dent and a role in the deliberation of this 
country's policies. For that alone, JERRY de
serves the veteran community's praise. 

As a member of the Rules Committee, his 
advocacy has not wavered in the I.east. The 
veterans. of New York already know it, I'm 
sure, and the other 25 million American veter
ans and their families should be made aware 
that JERRY SOLOMON is one of the best friends 
they have in the U.S. Congress. 

In recognition of his outstanding service and 
advocacy, the 2.2-million-member Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, in an impressive ceremony 
here in Washington last evening, presented 
JERRY with its VFW Congressional Award. 

I would like to share with my colleagues his 
acceptance remarks: 

REMARKS BY GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 

Commander-in-Chief, Bob Wallace, your 
lovely wife Dianne, distinguished officers 
and members of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, National President Mary Sears and 
your auxiliary, distinguished Members of the 
House and Senate, outstanding Voice of De
mocracy participants, ladies and gentlemen. 

Four years ago, at your VFW Convention 
in Chicago, I was deeply honored to have 
been the recipient of your VFW Commander
in-Chief's Gold Medal Award. 

But this evening, I am even more proud 
and privileged to receive the VFW's highest 
citation, the "Congressional Award." 

Proud, because it allows me to join with 
those other select Members of the House and 
Senate, many of them here with us this 
evening, who have received this covetous 
award for what they have done for their 
country and for the veterans of this great 
Nation. 

But, Commander Wallace, I am even more 
proud because this award comes from an or
ganization of over 2 million brave men and 
women, over two thousand of them here this 
evening, all of whom, during times of great 
peril of war, risked their own lives in defense 
of their country, and in defense of freedom 
and democracy for all mankind. 
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Commander Wallace, the men and women 

of your organization are the true heroes, who 
not only served their country in uniform, 
but continue to do so as members of the vet
erans of Foreign Wars, a group that is always 
in the forefront of efforts to develop and 
maintain adequate veterans benefit pro
grams. 

Mr. Commander, the community work car
ried out by your local VFW posts in home
towns all across America is legendary. 

And your promotion of pride, patriotism, 
and good citizenship, as exemplified by your 
nationwide "Voice of Democracy Program" 
and these wonderful young people here to
night, is an inspiring and proud example to 
all Americans. 

And Mr. Commander, the American people 
are grateful for what you and your organiza
tion have done, and continue to do for Amer
ica. 

This Nation has a great memory, and will 
never forget those who labored mightily in 
its cause, who suffered hardship in its de
fense, or became disabled in its preservation. 

No, America will not forget, nor will veter
ans ever forget because those who wear the 
proud label of "veteran" have great memo
ries. 

They are memories of pain, glory, and 
honor. 

They are memories of the horror of war 
and the preservation of freedom. 

They are memories we must never forget 
* * * because those memories are the very 
reason we are the greatest, freest nation on 
earth. 

And it is those memories . that brought 
about the VFW's greatest accomplishment 
during the 1980's. 

And that was your never ending support of 
the peace through strength philosophy of a 
strong national defense second to none. 

That peace through strength concept 
stopped international communism dead in 
its tracks, it brought the Soviet Union to its 
knees; and it is the very reason that democ
racy is breaking out all over Europe and 
around the world. 

And it is the very reason that our military, 
in magnificent fashion, and led by General 
Norman Schwartzkopf •. was so successful in 
Operation Desert Storm. 

But, my fellow veterans, even though we 
have been successful, the war is not over. 

The threat to American freedom is still 
there. Yes, the Berlin Wall has fallen and the 
former Soviet Union is no more, but the cold 
fact is that tens of thousands of armed nu
clear warheads are still aimed at American 
cities. 

Four million Soviet troops still remain in 
uniform and the new Russian Confederacy is 
highly volatile and unstable * * * and no one 
knows the future, or who will control it. 

There is also the very serious threat that 
no less than ten hostile anti-American ter
rorist countries either have (or are on the 
verge of having) nuclear missile capability 
* * *and any one of them would not hesitate 
a moment to launch a sneak terrorist attack 
on Americans, both here and overseas. 

And of course we all know that deadly 
atheistic communism still enslaves almost 
half of the world population in places like 
Cuba, North Korea, Vietnam and mainland , 
China. 

And my fellow veterans, that means the 
job is not done* * *the war is not over. 

And that is why we must never let down 
our guard. We must never again leave Amer
ica undefended, as we did on December 7, 
1941. 

That is why we must absolutely continue 
to maintain a peace-through-strength strong 
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national defense, that can guarantee the pro
tection of American interests both at home 
and abroad. 

Yes, while still protecting America's inter
est, we can reduce our defense budget within 
reason, as Secretary Cheney and General 
Colin Powell have recommended. And, yes, 
most of those savings should be used to re
duce the unconscionable deficit that is run
ning our Nation's economy. 

But, any of that savings that is not applied 
to the deficit ought to go directly towards 
restoring the Department of Veterans Affairs 
Hospital and Health Care Programs to a 
funding level that will guarantee our Na
tion's obligation to provide the highest qual
ity medical care to any, I repeat any, sick or 
disabled veteran, and do it in veterans hos
pitals* * *where only veterans are served. 

And so my fellow veterans, the fight is on! 
We must fight with all our might to see 

that our military budget is not decimated. 
We must fight to make sure that the fu

ture veterans of America, the young men and 
women serving in our all voluntary military 
today, continue to be the brightest, the best 
educated, the best trained, the best equipped, 
and some of the most highly motivated sol
diers ever to serve. 

We must make sure that these volunteers, 
coming from the inner cities of America, 
from the suburbs, from the farms, from all 
across America, have an opportunity to pur
sue an honorable and proud military career. 

Where they can accumulate up to $25,000.00 
of educational benefits thru the Montgomery 
GI bill. 

And where they can learn something des
perately needed in America today * * * how 
to be good citizens. 

In today's military, our young people learn 
things all to often neglected in our homes 
and schools. 

They learn discipline and respect. 
They learn teamwork and responsibility. 
They learn the importance of being polite 

and courteous. 
They learn to live by the rule of law. 
They learn not to use illegal drugs. 
They learn the meaning of the words pride 

and patriotism. 
And more often than not they even get a 

little religion. 
Yes, every year, hundreds of thousands of 

these kids, many from the inner cities, from 
broken homes, from middle-class America, 
join the military, become good citizens * * * 
and they learn these terribly important prin
ciples they, somehow, missed at home or in 
school. 

And when their enlistment is over, when 
their service is done, they turn in their uni
forms and return home, bringing these in
grained principles along with them, to be 
spread about their community, and taught 
to the younger generations to come. 

Yes, these men and women are no longer 
soldiers, sailors, marines, or airmen, they 
now have a new responsibility. 

They have now joined one of the most im
portant groups of people in America, a group 
that is, without doubt, the most responsible 
for making America the greatest and freest 
nation on earth. 

It is the group represented by all of you 
gathered here tonight, those who have 
earned the right to produce call themselves 
veterans of the armed forces of the United 
States of America. 

Thanks to them, America is number one! 
Commander Wallace, on behalf of all veter

ans, I gratefully accept this cherished Con
gressional Award. 

God bless you * * * and God bless America. 
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Thank you. 

HEIDI PACK IS CHOSEN AS IDA
HO'S 1992 VOICE OF DEMOCRACY 
WINNER 

HON. RICHARD H. STAWNGS 
OF IDAHO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. STALLINGS. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to announce that Miss Heidi Pack, from my 
hometown of Rexburg, ID, has been chosen 
as the Idaho State winner of the 1992 Voice 
of Democracy Contest. 

Miss Pack is a student at Madison High 
School and the daughter of Mr. and Mrs. 
David R. Pack. Miss Pack was chosen as 
Madison's Young Woman of the Year and she 
is an exceptional member of the school's de
bate team. She also is a member of the Na
tional Honor Society. 

Miss Pack's speech, "Meeting America's 
Challenges," is outstanding, and she offers 
tremendous insights into our Nation's heritage 
and its future. I am proud to submit the text of 
her speech: 

MEETING AMERICA'S CHALLENGES 

In the national archives of Washington, 
D.C. there lies an old and yellowed parch
ment signed by fifty men who mutually 
pledged their lives, fortunes and sacred hon
ors. 

On Liberty Island, a 450 ton copper statue 
holds aloft a lighted torch. And in Independ
ence Hall, Pennsylvania there hangs a 
cracked bell. 

Thousands flock to these sights daily. 
What makes these memorials so important? 
What makes people stand as the flag is car
ried by? They are a symbol. A symbol of a 
glorious country in which a brilliant idea of 
equality was formed and constructed into a 
document called The Constitution. In such a 
time as now it is good to hear again great 
forces of the past and to read the historic 
proclamations that through the centuries 
have established the frontier of America and 
reflect the meaning of our freedom as a na
tion. 

What is this Constitution that I speak of? 
*It is a government document allowing 

rule by the people, and for the people. 
*It is an idea that was worth enough to our 

forefathers that they gave all they had, even 
their very lives to establish, and, 

It is a brilliant document, meeting Ameri
ca's challenges. 

The United States of America guarantees 
us freedom. Protecting individual affairs 
with the promise of life, liberty and the pur
suits of happiness our government stands 
strong. With clenched fists and open minds 
our Constitution stands as the foundation 
and support for our liberties. 

How does The Constitution meet America's 
challenges . . . 

It is through this tool that the people rule 
the government. It is we who know the chal
lenges we face and through this glorious 
standard, we are allowed to use that knowl
edge to guide America to meet them. We are 
masters of our own situations. Only in Amer
ican can I choose my own religious sect, am 
allowed freedom of speech, and am guaran
teed an education and support in my pur
suits. Whether it be as representative or as a 
direct, we hold the power within our grasp to 
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decide our freedoms, our limitations, and our 
rights to meet our challenges. 

This concept is called democracy. The 
worth of democracy to us is immeasurable. 
It is more than just a word or a form of gov
ernment. It is the invisible hand, the mag
netic force which draws from each of us our 
very best source to others. 

"Give me liberty or give me death." Is it 
that important? Yes, and more. With it we 
grow, without it we are enslaved. The very 
idea of democracy asserts the existence of 
certain freedoms as part of fundamental laws 
on which the power of the people rest. Yes, 
we do assert our own freedoms and solutions. 
We are meeting our challenges with the help 
of this Constitution's democracy. The power 
rests upon us, a united whole, an individual 
nation under God. 

Let us take a trip now high above the 
earth. As we point our headlights down to
wards a foreign country, we see that in one 
city, in one building, in one room and in one 
chair only sit a destiny of a people. (hmm) A 
light and hope for a country under one per
son? Putting our headlights on "bright" now 
and turning the wheel a little, we now can 
catch a glimpse of a nation with a light on 
every common doorstep, from the rich to the 
poor. From gravel road to endless highways 
we all whisper it, "freedom". Hand in hand 
we take a part in meeting America's chal
lenges. 

Are we meeting America's challenges? Yes, 
but only through our government by the peo
ple, with the people, and for the people are 
we doing it. Yes, America is * * * Meeting 
America's Challenges. 

SAM JERKINS, HONORED 
PRINCIPAL 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to recognize Sam Jerkins, who has 
been honored by the Dade County, Public 
School System as being one of its best admin
istrators. He was one of seven candidates 
chosen to compete for an award. 

Mr. Jerkins, described as a friendly, but 
sharp and capable administrator, has been 
principal of the . Oliver Hoover Elementary 
School since it opened 10 years ago. In Janu
ary, students and parents honored him with a 

. surprise celebration they dubbed "Sam Jerkins 
Day." He was recently featured in the Miami 
Herald for his extraordinary dedication and 
commitment to education. The article "Hoover 
Principal Is Man on Move" by Roxana Soto re
veals why he is so admired and loved by stu
dents and colleagues. The article follows: 

Sam Jerkins rarely sits behind the desk in 
his office. The Oliver Hoover Elementary 
School principal is constantly in motion, 
walking around the school, visiting class
rooms and listening to students and teach
ers. 

"He is very nice and friendly," said Joshua 
Fiedler, 11, a fifth-grader. "He is not like 
some other principals who stay in their of
fice all day." 

At Hoover, Jerkins is the only principal 
the 10-year-old school has ever had. He's a 
popular figure, which is just one reason he is 
the Region VI nominee for the 1991-92 Prin
cipal of the Year award. 
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"Sam Jerkins is a very sharp and capable 

administrator," said Eddie Pearson, Region 
VI superintendent. 

Jerkins, 58, always wanted to be a teacher. 
He enjoyed being a student and decided to 
find out what the system was like from the 
other side. 

"It is my responsibility to make school an 
enjoyable experience-while maintaining 
high standard&--for both students and teach
ers," said Jerkins. "If you enjoy doing some
thing, you are bound to do it right." 

A native Miamian, Jerkins graduated from 
Edison High, got his bachelor's degree in 
education from the University of Miami in 
1963 and later returned to get a master's de
gree. 

Jerkins initially wanted to teach high 
school but soon realized he did not have "a 
feeling" for older teenagers. He took his first 
job with the Dade school system at Perrine 
Elementary, where he taught sixth grade for 
11 years. He also worked at Coral Reef and 
Devon Aire elementaries before becoming 
principal at Hoover, 9050 Hammocks Blvd., 
when the school opened in 1982. 

In the early days of Hoover, the school 
consisted of 13 portables and Jerkins recalled 
he spent most of his time trying to soothe 
angry parents who wanted a "real" school. 
Now, almost 10 years later, he says people 
are moving to the area so their kids can at
tend Hoover. 

"That shows are that we are putting out a 
good product," said Jerkins. "I'm very proud 
of the school." 

In turn, students and teachers say they are 
proud to have Jerkins as their principal. 
Wednesday, students and many parents 
turned out for a surprise celebration they 
dubbed "Sam Jerkins Day." 

BIOGRAPHY OF BLACK HAWK 

HON. ENI F.H. F ALEO MA V AEGA 
OF AMERICAN SAMOA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 

through Public Law 102-188 (S.J. Res. 217, 
H.J. Res. 342), Congress and the President 
designated 1992 as the Year of the American 
Indian. This law pays tribute to the people who 
first inhabited the land now known as the con
tinental United States. Although only symbolic, 
this gesture is important because it shows 
there is sympathy in the eyes of a majority of 
both Houses of the Congress for those Indian 
issues which we as a Congress have been 
struggling with for over 200 years. In support 
of the Year of the American Indian, and as 
part of my on-going series this year, I am pro
viding for the consideration of my colleagues 
a short biography of Black Hawk, a Sauk chief 
who is known for his efforts in defending the 
rights to the traditional tribal lands of the Sauk 
and Fox Indian tribes. This biography was 
taken from a U.S. Department of the Interior 
publication entitled "Famous Indians, A Collec
tion of Short Biographies." 

BLACK HAWK (SAUK) 

In 1804, members of the closely related 
Sauk and Fox Indian tribes were persuaded 
to surrender to the U.S. Government all 
their homelands east of the Mississippi 
River. A provision of the treaty specified 
that the two tribes would remain undis
turbed until white settlement extended to 
their lands. 
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For centuries, Sauks and Foxes had hunted 

and fished in the rich prairie valleys of what 
are now Illinois and Wisconsin. Most tribes
men knew nothing about the 1804 treaty 
until, in the 1820's, streams of white settlers 
pushed into their territory. The immigrants 
appropriated the Indians' cornfields, plowed 
among their graves, and began to press for 
their complete removal. 

Indian ranks split into two factions. One 
was headed by the Sauks' head man, Keo
kuk, who had bowed to the inevitable, cul
tivated American friendship, and led his fol
lowers to new lands in Iowa. 

His rival, Black Hawk, a Sauk of the Thun
der clan, bitterly opposed the Americans. 
From boyhood, when his hero had been the 
legendary Pontiac, Black Hawk had hated 
white men. His fame as a warrior began at 
15, when he killed and scalped his first man. 
Black Hawk went on to fight, first, enemy 
Indian tribes, then Americans, throughout 
the War of 1812. 

Above all else, Black Hawk furiously re
sented the 1804 treaty which had taken away 
Sauk and Fox lands. He repeatedly de
nounced it, maintaining that it was invalid 
since Indian signers had been made drunk 
and were deceived into agreeing to its terms. 

"My reason teaches me that land cannot 
be sold," Black Hawk was to write in his 
autobiography many years later. "The Great 
Spirit gave it to his children to live upon. So 
long as they occupy and cultivate it they 
have a right to the soil. Nothing can be sold 
but such things as can be carried away." 

Despite Keokuk's efforts to persuade them, 
Black Hawk and his followers refused to 
leave their Illinois villages. By 1831, as the 
Indians found themselves unable to farm 
their own lands, Black Hawk ordered whites 
to get out or be killed. Soldiers and Illinois 
militia moved in and evicted the Indians. 

As Pontiac and Tecumseh had done before 
him, Black Hawk visualized an Indian con
federacy strong enough to withstand the 
whites. He set out to enlist the support of 
the Winnebagos, Potawatomies, foxes and 
other tribes, while, at the same time, seek
ing to undermine Keokuk, his rival. 

In April 1832, Black Hawk with several 
hundred warriors returned to Illinois pre
pared to drive out the whites and retake 
tribal lands, and the fighting known as 
"Black Hawk's War" began. Only the Foxes 
had joined Sauks in Black Hawk's confed
eracy, but it was a dangerous enough threat 
to force the American Government to put 
troops into the field. For 3 months the Indi
ans managed to elude the Army, winning 
several skirmishes and terrorizing the Illi
nois frontier. 

The tide turned as more soldiers poured in, 
pursuing the Indians across Illinois to the 
Mississippi. There, trapped between the 
steamship "Warrior" on one side and the 
Army on the other, Black Hawk's band was 
nearly destroyed. The Sauk leader himself 
escaped to a Winnebago village, surrendered, 
and was taken in chains to a prison camp. 
Several months later he was released and 
sent on a trip to the East which included a 
visit to President Jackson. 

"We did not expect to conquer the whites, " 
the Sauk warrior told the President. "I took 
up the hatchet to revenge injuries which my 
people could no longer endure. Had I borne 
them without striking, my people would 
have said-'Black Hawk is a woman; he is 
too old to be a chief; he is no Sauk.' " 

Black Hawk was received as a hero in sev
eral eastern cities, and returned with gifts 
from American officials. Again in 1837 he 
traveled to the East, this time with Keokuk. 
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But, soon thereafter, the old warrior was 

crushed when President Jackson ordered 
that Keokuk be made principal chief of the 
Sauk Nation, which would from then on have 
only one band instead of two. In 1838, at the 
age of 71, Black Hawk died in his lodge on 
the Des Moines River, on the reservation 
ruled by Keokuk. 

In accordance with his request, Black 
Hawk's body was seated on the ground under 
a wooden shelter, in old Sauk tradition. He 
was dressed in the military uniform given 
him by Jackson and decorated with medals 
from John Quincy Adams, the President, and 
the city of Boston. Between his knees was a 
cane, the gift of statesman Henry Clay. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE RES
URRECTION BAPTIST CHURCH-75 
YEARS OF SERVING THE COMMU
NITY 

HON. LUCIEN E. BLACKWELL 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. BLACKWELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to congratulate the dedicated congregation of 
the Resurrection Baptist Church. After three 
quarters of a century of relocation, reorganiza
tion, and constant growth, the Resurrection 
Baptist Church is now celebrating its 75th an
niversary, and remains stronger than ever. 

Organized in 1917 by the late Reverend 
George Cable at 1000 West Poplar Street in 
Philadelphia, the Resurrection Baptist Church 
has undergone numerous changes in both 
personnel and location. Despite the fact that 
the church was forced to move at times due 
to city redevelopment, the church grew both 
spiritually and financially over the years at a 
rapid rate, and in 1959, the Resurrection Bap
tist Church became an officially chartered 
church at its present location of 5401 
Lansdowne Avenue. 

Instrumental in the continued growth of the 
church was the Reverend John J. Jenkins, a 
man of great vision and leadership. From 
1934 until his passing in 1966, Reverend Jen
kins oversaw the great accomplishments of 
Resurrection Baptist. Continuing in his foot
steps was the Reverend Claudius L. Amaker, 
who assumed the spiritual leadership of the 
church in 1967, until last year. I am certain 
that the Resurrection Baptist Church will find 
itself a true and dedicated leader to carry on 
the good works of this fine sanctuary. 

The members of the Resurrection Baptist 
Church are truly a special group of people, 
who have worked hard to make both their 
church and their community a better place. 

It is my sincere hope that the Resurrection 
Baptist Church enjoys continued endurance 
and success throughout the years. I ask my 
colleagues to rise and join me in offering our 
heartiest congratulations to the Resurrection 
Baptist Church on their 75th anniversary. 
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JOHN P. PEARL: A TRUE 

ENTREPRENEUR 

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

bring to the attention of our colleagues the 
1992 Observer Enterprise award recipient, 
John P. Pearl, for his superior business skills 
and community involvement. 

Forty years ago John P. Pearl & Associates 
started with two employees. Now the company 
has over 300 employees, making it the largest 
employer in Peoria Heights, IL. 

John P. Pearl and his many accomplish
ments have highly benefited Peoria and there
fore have made Peorians proud. 

At this time I wish to insert into the RECORD 
an article by Debbie Hanson further detailing 
Mr. Pearl's accomplishments: 

JOHN P. PEARL RECEIVES OBSERVER HONOR 

(By Debbie Hanson) 
About 40 years ago, John P. Pearl started 

Pearl & Associates in an office in the Jeffer
son Bank building with two employees. 

The organization now employs more than 
300 Peorians, which makes Pearl the largest 
employer in Peoria Heights. 

For his superior business skills and com
munity involvement, the Observer an
nounces Pearl as the 1992 Enterprise winner. 

In discussing the candidates for .the award, 
the judges took into consideration entre
preneurial spirit, community activities and 
community development. 

This year's judges were Mary Alice 
Erickson, president of Elections & Cam
paigns; Roger Luman, director, Bradley Uni
versity business technology incubator, inter
national trade center and small business de
velopment center; and Eric Turner, super
visor, Caterpillar marketing, North Amer
ican Commercial Division. 

The criteria also included visionary risk
taking and superior business abilities. Pearl 
was selected because he has worked to en
hance the business climate in Central Illi
nois through providing jobs in Peoria and 
has set a positive and lasting example of 
prosperity in Peoria. 

"When I think of community involvement, 
I think there is more to it than sitting on a 
board of directors. I think of doing some
thing that will permanently benefit the com
munity," Turner said. 

Perhaps his biggest admirers are his chil
dren, but many of his employees and commu
nity admirers joined in nominating him. 
Pearl, 65, was cited for his "many years of 
hard work, determination and not taking no 
for an answer." He was also cited for build
ing his business into a national insurance 
underwriting association that put Peoria on 
the map within the national insurance com
munity. 

His company has expanded to include seven 
branch offices throughout the country and 
boasts an office in London, England. 

"I think that's probably my biggest ac
complishment-creating a two-person busi
ness and bringing it to what it is today. I've 
watched it grow over 40 years and that 
makes me proud," Pearl said. 

Born in Philadelphia and reared in River
side, a suburb of Chicago, Pearl said he 
didn't expect to stay in Peoria when he came 
in the early 1940's to attend Bradley Univer
sity. But after graduating with a bachelor's 
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degree in business administration, a job offer 
kept him in the area. 

Shortly after a career move into insurance, 
Pearl saw room for improvement and growth 
in the Peoria business area. 

"A true entrepreneur sees what a commu
nity needs and does it. They take a risk in 
getting there, but I don 't think money comes 
too much into the consideration. They see 
the need and they provide it, " Luman said. 

In the 1970's, Pearl purchased what was 
then a struggling motorcycle shop in Pioneer 
Park and turned it into what is now the big
gest Honda car dealership in Central Illinois. 
Today Honda World employs 32 people. 

The same case scenario is true for Heritage 
Buick-Mazda, located in Pioneer Park. Pur
chased in October, 1980, it employs 35 people, 
and Peoria Toyota-Volvo, purchased in Feb
ruary, 1981, employs 35 people. Also on his 
list of properties are Pearl Lincoln-Mercury 
in Peoria and Pearl Dodge in Pekin both 
bought in November, 1990. 

"I have sort of brought together my favor
ite hobby and business with the car dealer
ships. I have always enjoyed cars," he said. 

Pearl was selected recently from hundreds 
of Central Illinois car dealers to house the 
area's only Lexus dealership. 

;His insurance building was awarded the Pe
oria City Beautiful Award in 1979. In 1989, he 

. acquired a mail house from Fleming & Pot
ter, changing its name to Mail Tech, which 
employs 30 people. In 1987, he bought The 
Strawberry Patch, a women's clothing bou
tique in Peoria Heights employing 10 people. 

On a national level, Pearl is half-owner of 
Health Payment Review, a Boston-based 
computer health claims company. 

Pearl's entrepreneurial spirit was shown 
again when he initiated the Heights Bank, at 
the corner of Samuel Avenue and Prospect 
Road. Realizing the people of Peoria Heights 
had no financial institution, he created a 
bank used by many in Peoria Heights that 
employs 20 people. "John Pearl has done a 
lot for this community as far as creating 
businesses and employing people. If you look 
at all of the jobs he created, he could have 
created those anywhere. He didn't have to do 
it in Peoria, but he did," Erickson noted. 

Pearl credits his success and ability to 
branch into other endeavors to a favorable 
economic environment in Peoria. 

"The environment has been very good and 
very steady throughout the years, compared 
to the overall economy prior to now. We're 
in an unfortunate situation now with trou
bled economic times in Peoria coupled with 
the Caterpillar labor dispute, " Pearl said. 

He also credits his staff for his success and 
is looking forward to spending more time in 
Florida where he enjoys boating and playing 
golf. Though his idea of relaxing is daily cor
respondence with the office while he's gone. 
Pearl said he is getting better at breaking 
away from work. 

" I try not to worry so much about the of
fice. I'm not burning the candle at both ends 
anymore. That means not working so hard at 
getting in here by 8 o'clock. The problem 
with that is everyone here knows they can 
trap me at home by the phone, so I guess it's 
not that much of a break. 

Though he may come in a little later than 
the average business hours, Pearl is often at 
the office when others have gone home. 

" I go home whenever the phone stops ring
ing and people stop coming in with ques
tions. There are certain things you need to 
do when it's quiet, so I do that whenever ev
eryone else has gone home. " 

In the 40 years, Pearl 's been in business, 
he's seen a lot of changes in the business 
world. 
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"The world is most definitely changing," 

he said pointing to a model of an airplane. 
"That was what our corporate plane that we 
used to fly on all of the time looked like. But 
today a fax machine and a Watts line do tre
mendous things for business. What used to be 
a plane ride away is literally only a phone 
call away. " 

Aside from his business endeavors, Pearl is 
an active fund-raiser and donor to commu
nity projects. 

In December, 1989, he was the major under
writer of Fantasia, a fund-raising dinner/ 
dance sponsored by The Strawberry Patch, 
which raised Sl7,000 for the Susan G. Koman 
Foundation Breast Center to pay of mammo
grams for underprivileged women in the Peo
ria area. 

Pearl also served on the Peoria Chamber of 
Commerce, the Bradley associate board of di
rectors, and the Channel 47 board. 

He sponsored a Bradley scholarship and is 
a long-time fund-raiser for the Boy Scouts of 
America and the St. Jude Midwest Affiliate 
telethon. 

In 1991, Pearl was chosen to receive the 
Distinguished Alumnus Award from Bradley. 

He also has in tow a large family including 
his wife, Colleen Cassidy Pearl, six children 
and 15 grandchildren, two of whom are 
named John Pearl. 

THE NEW YORKER COMPLETES BI
OGRAPHICAL SERIES ON JESSE 
JACKSON 

HON. ANDREW JACOM, JR. 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday , March 4, 1992 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, the New Yorker 
has recently completed publication of a three 
part biographical series on Jesse Jackson. 
The biographer is Marshall Frady. His work is 
excellent. The following is a brief excerpt from 
the second article. 

* * * No criticism offends Jackson more 
than that ascribing his aspirations simply to 
the subjective, to the compulsions of ego: 
"That stuff comes from people got the sort 
of mind that can' t conceive of anything be
yond personal self interest. It's all they 
know, all that makes them run, so they keep 
trying to make you that little, too." 

One is reminded of an unusual thing written 
by Somerset Maugham to the effect that 
Jesus Christ was one of the most selfish peo
ple who ever lived. Shock, until Maugham 
went on to explain that the human side of 
Christ discovered that the greatest pleasure 
possible for a human being is the ine?Cplicably 
overwhelming shower of well-being one feels 
after sacrificing for another. In the sense that 
Maugham used the word, "selfish," it came 
out to be noble. 

In the third article of the biographical series, 
Frady describes the trip on which he accom
panied Jesse Jackson to Iraq after the inva
sion of Kuwait. 

By sheer force of personality. Jesse Jack
son engineered an ever burgeoning release of 
Western hostages from Iraq and Kuwait. Yet, 
like the scriptural, unappreciative lepers, one 
of the freed hostages actually took Jackson to 
task because, after Jackson had arranged for 
her exit, there was a 6-hour delay because 
Jackson crawled farther out on a tedious limb 
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to obtain the release of another American 
woman whom Iraqi secret police at first were 
determined to detain. 

The ingratitude seems to have continued 
when the airlift put down at Heathrow in Lon
don and the British officials treated Jackson 
shabbily. Our own State Department did not 
treat Jackson or his accomplishment much 
more respectfully. 

The final section of the third part of the se
ries tends to show the biographer's own con
clusion about whether Reverend Jackson's 
public service is self-serving or altruistic. The 
writer gives considerable evidence that it is 
the latter, to wit: 

[From the New Yorker, Feb. 17, 1992) 
(By Marshall Frady 

Over the following days, Jackson's mission 
to Baghdad and his role in setting in motion 
what turned out to be a continuing, whole
sale exodus of hostages from Iraq were ac
corded only incidental and cursory notice 
from Washington and the news media. The 
State Department dispensed one glancing ac
knowledgement of his services: "We under
stand that the departure of several individ
uals was facilitated by Rev. Jesse Jackson." 
That was it. The suggestion that had been di
rected at him on his return from Syria with 
Goodman was revived: that he had been ma
nipulated by his vanity, to serve, in this 
case, Saddam's own purposes. Later, Jack
son's rejoinder was "Well, anytime anybody 
wants to use me in a way that gets hundreds 
of people out of bondage, I'll be used for that 
anytime." Saddam, at least, after the bomb
ing storm fell around him, reportedly grum
bled that he had permitted himself to be 
cozened by " hypocrites from the West" into 
releasing the hostages and thereby clearing 
the field for the air assault. But what may 
have amounted to the most remarkable en
terprise Jackson had pulled off in his entire 
career had registered in the general mind 
only flickeringly , and rather tackily at that, 
and then had disappeared with virtually no 
trace. 

Part of the press's dismissal of Jackson's 
mission was due, no doubt, to his many years 
of eagerly skirmishing for their recognition 
of what he felt was his special public import. 
One journalist remarked afterward, " It was 
just Jackson showboating and grandstanding 
again. " But the general unappreciative dis
regard seemed, in the following weeks, to 
knock the wind out of Jackson's spirit. He 
remained curiously silent about the whole 
business, as if even he had begun to wonder 
whether what had happened in Baghdad and 
Kuwait City had been wholly real. 

It was only some days after we returned to 
the United States that I recalled a moment 
back at the Embassy in Kuwait City that hot 
night after the hostages had come shuffling 
out into the blaze of the television lights. 
Among them was a thin blond girl of about 
twelve, huddling against her mother. The 
two of them were ushered through the gate 
and presented to Jackson by the girl 's fa
ther, who had to stay behind, with the words 
"Take care of them for me, Reverend Jack
son." The girl was stooped over, knees bent, 
and was shuddering convulsively, and Jack
son, taking her hand, and then her mother's 
hand, into his, began to weei:>-no doubt from 
a final immense exhaustion after the exer
tions and emotions of the past few days but 
also, one could not avoid noting with a cold 
little nip of suspicion, in the brightly lit 
televised theatre of the event. It was the 
same uncertainty I had felt when, in Arme
nia, he was photographed with eyes watering 
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in the hospital for children injured in the 
earthquake. But that evening in Kuwait 
City, as the released hostages proceeded 
amid a crowd of journalists and the bril
liance of camera lights to the vans waiting 
to take them to the airport, I realized that 
Jackson was nowhere among them. 

I looked around and saw that he had hung 
back, and was following at a considerable, 
solitary distance behind them. And then I 
saw that-out of the witness of any camera, 
all by himself in the dark-he was still weep
ing. Sobbing soundlessly but so deeply and 
unstoppably that when I went back to con
gratulate him and asked what might be the 
significance of how things had turned out
the sort of question he usually could not re
sist expatiating on-he could not reply. 
Could not speak. He simply went on weeping. 

SIKH ELECTION BOYCOTT 

HON. DAN BURTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, on 
February 19, India attempted to hold elections 
in the Punjab. The Sikhs in the Punjab have 
suffered under police state brutality since India 
dissolved Punjab's State government in 1987 
and established President's rule. In total, the 
Indian Government has dissolved 1 O popularly 
elected governments in the Punjab since 
1947. As was expected, the vast majority of 
Sikhs boycotted the elections. Over 90 percent 
of the Sikh population responded to the boy
cott call, a percentage which almost doubles 
that of the noncooperation campaign called by 
Mahatma Gandhi to work toward Indian inde
pendence from British colonial rule in the 
1940's. 

Although the Indian press originally reported 
a voter turnout of 21.8 percent, the pervasive
ness of accusations of ballot rigging leveled 
against the Congress Party by the Bharatiya 
Janata Party and the Sikhs throughout Punjab 
indicates an actual turnout of around 15 per
cent. It is important to note that the Indian 
Government declared a complete censorship 
of all media messages supporting the boycott 
movement in early January. In fact, police 
were actually dispatched to monitor printing 
presses and to make sure nothing opposing 
the elections or the Indian Government was 
printed. During the elections, some independ
ent international news agencies reported that 
Indian police dragged Sikhs from their homes 
and forced them to vote under threat of retal
iation. 

The desperation of the Indian Government 
for a strong voter turnout was clearly evident. 
One week before the polls were to open, the 
Indian Government had arrested virtually all 
the top Sikh political and religious leaders who 
supported the boycott movement, charging 
them under the Terrorist and Disruptive Activi
ties-Prevention-Act. This law has been de
nounced by the U.N. Human Rights Commis
sion as disturbing and completely unaccept
able. Those arrested include S.S. Mann, Akali 
Dal-Mann; Prakash Singh Badal, Akali Dal
Badal; Bhai Manjit Singh, president of the Sikh 
Student Federation; Gurcharan Singh Tohra, 
president of the Shiromani Gurdwara 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Prabandhak Committee; Sukhjinder Singh, 
Akali Dal-Sukhjinder; and many others. Ac
cording to the Hindustan Times, February 23, 
1992, over 1 ,200 Sikh leaders from the Akali 
Dal Party and the Bharti Kisan farmer's union 
were arrested under the TADA laws for daring 
to boycott elections. These leaders remain in 
detention. 

It is clear that Sikhs stayed away from the 
polls almost completely. Most votes were cast 
by Hindus and other non-Punjabi Sikhs. In the 
villages, where most of the 15 million Sikhs in 
Punjab reside, the turnout in the villages did 
not exceed 1 O percent. Indeed, in at least 
2,000 villages, not a single vote was cast. In
dian newspapers are calling the Congress vic
tory hollow at best. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to submit for the RECORD several articles pro
vided to me by Dr. Gurmit Singh Aulakh, 
president of the Council of Khalistan. I com
mend these articles to all of my colleagues. 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 24, 1992] 
A SEPARATE STATE FOR SIKHS 

Harbans K. Bains' assertion that the strug
gle for Sikh freedom is nothing more than 
the reign of Pakistani-sponsored terrorism 
in the Punjab completely overlooks the obvi
ous [letter, Feb. 7]. 

The writer flatly states, "Most Sikhs in 
India don't want a separate state." Why is it 
then that almost all factions of the Sikh po
litical party, the Akali Dal along with the 
Sikh Student Federation, have joined to
gether in a boycott of elections under the In
dian constitution in favor of continuing the 
struggle for independence? 

If Sikhs' don't want an independent state 
(to be named Khalistan), why does the Indian 
government refuse to honor the demands of 
the Sikh nation to hold a U.N.-sponsored 
plebiscite in Punjab to settle the issue once 
and for all? This would seem to be the easy 
way out for India, but instead it chooses bru
tal oppression. 

If, according to Harbans Bains, the carnage 
in the Sikh homeland is all the doing of so
called "Sikh terrorists," why then has India 
refused to allow Amnesty International 
within its borders for more than 13 years? 
What is it trying to hide? 

Perhaps it's trying to cover up what the 
Asia Watch human rights organization dis
covered when it sneaked into Punjab last 
year. According to its report, "Virtually ev
eryone detained in Punjab is tortured." It 
continues, "police have actually trained 
extrajudicial forces to carry out 
[extrajudicial] killings." 

Since 1984, more than 100,000 Sikhs have 
been killed by Indian police, paramilitary 
forces and death squads. More than 15,000 
Sikhs languish in prison without charge or 
trial. Between 20 and 30 Sikhs are killed 
every day. Why has Harbans Bains, who calls 
herself "a believer in the Sikh religious tra
dition of compassion, brotherhood and pro
tection of the weak and needy," overlooked 
these facts. 

The Sikh nation declared independence 
Oct. 7, 1987, forming the separate state of 
Khalistan. And it is in order to suppress this 
demand for independence that the Indian 
government is killing Sikhs. Harbans Bains 
attempts to sidestep the real issue of free
dom. She, like the Indian government, wants 
Americans to focus instead on the volatile 
and false issue of terrorism and forget that 
Sikhs are dying simply because they have 
dared to demand their right of freedom. 

GURMIT SINGH AULAKH, . 
President, Council of Khalistan, 

Washington. 
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SUCCESSFUL Snrn ELECTION BOYCO'IT BE

COMES MANDATE FOR INDEPENDENCE OF 
KHALISTAN 
WASHINGTON, DC, February 24.-With a dis

mal turnout at the Punjab polls, the Sikh 
nation's successful election boycott move
ment has transformed itself into a popular 
mandate for the independence of Khalistan. 
A 21.8% voter turnout has been reported by 
the Indian press, but widespread accusations 
of ballot rigging leveled against the Congress 
party by the Bharatiya Janata Party and 
Sikhs throughout Punjab indicate an actual 
final turnout of 15%. Such a result comes as 
a major blow to India's Congress party and 
the Indian government which hoped elec
tions in the Sikh homeland would somehow 
quell the ever growing demand for independ
ence. The Sikhs declared independence from 
India on October 7, 1987 forming the separate 
country of Khalistan. 

The pervasive accusations of ballot rigging 
indicate a clear effort on the part of the Con
gress party to weaken the impact of the boy
cott movement by creating the appearance 
of a strong voter turnout. Though largely 
unsuccessful, wrongdoing by the Indian gov
ernment and the Congress party have been a 
staple of this election process from the be
ginning. Early on, a complete censorship of 
all media messages supporting the boycott 
movement was imposed. Police were actually 
dispatched to monitor printing presses mak
ing sure nothing opposing the elections or 
the Indian government were printed. The In
dian government also arrested top Sikh poli
ticians like S.S. Mann (Akali Dal-Mann), 
Prakash Singh Badal (Akali Dal-Badal), 
Bhai Manjit Singh (President of the Sikh 
Student Federation), and many others. Yet 
despite the detention of these leaders, the 
boycott movement has proven a success. 

The Indian government's desperation for a 
large vote turnout was clearly evident. Nu
merous independent international news 
agencies have reported Indian police drag
ging Sikhs from their homes and forcing 
them to vote under threat of retaliation. The 
overall turnout in the villages, however, did 
not exceed 5%. Indeed, in at least 2000 vil
lages not a single vote was cast. Whereas 
Sikhs-who make up two thirds of the popu
lation in Punjab-won 10 out of the 13 Par
liament seats contested in 1989, the Congress 
party has won 12 seats in these elections, no 
Sikh party winning a seat due to the boy
cott. A political cartoon from an Indian 
newspaper summed up the elections. It shows 
a candidate jumping in victory; the caption 
reads: "Hurray! I have won with my only 
vote, no other voter showed up." 

"The results of the elections show the 
complete dichotomy of the Sikhs and the 
Hindus," said Dr. Gurmit Singh Aulakh, 
President of the Council. "Hindus-mostly in 
the cities-voted for the Congress party poli
ticians. Sikhs, on the other hand, stayed 
away completely, just as they said they 
would." 

[From the Christian Science Monitor, Feb. 
24, 1992] 

PUNJAB SENDS MIXED MESSAGE TO INDIA'S 
RULING PARTY 

(By Cameron Barr) 
NEW DELHI.-India's ruling Congress (I) 

Party won the vast majority of the legisla
tive seats in elections held last week in trou
bled Punjab state. But the results are also 
being interpreted here as a defeat for the 
central government. 

Punjab has seen years of violence between 
militant Sikh groups, some of whom want 
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their own nation, and the government, which 
has fought to maintain order. The election of 
a legislative assembly and state government 
is intended to end New Delhi 's almost five
year administration of Punjabi affairs. 

Two factors suggest that the Congress gov
ernment has imposed "an election which now 
appears to be * * * aimed at foisting a pup
pet government" on the people of Punjab, 
says Subramaniam Swamy, a leading opposi
tion member of Parliament. 

First, voter turnout was low-official esti
mates range from 22 to 28 percent-because 
of a boycott called by most of the Sikh polit
ical parties and because of the threat of vio
lence that hung over the election. In many 
districts not a single voter cast a ballot, in 
spite of nearly 300,000 troops and police offi
cers mobilized to guarantee public safety. 

"The militants won," the Economic Times 
newspaper editorialized on Saturday. " Their 
call for a boycott was a full-blooded poll. " 

And proportionately more of the state's 
minority Hindus voted than the majority 
Sikh population, suggesting that the elec
tion is even less reflective of Sikh political 
inclinations than the turnout indicates. 

Congress candidates won 12 of Punjab's 13 
seats in India's Parliament, and 87 of the 117 
state legislative seats. Although there was 
talk before the election of a coalition be
tween Congress politicians and members of 
the Akali Dal (Kabul) party, the sole Sikh 
political group to contest the election, the 
Congress contingent is now forming a gov
ernment on its own. 

Concern is mounting that the election will 
further split Punjab's Sikhs and Hindus and 
boost the legitimacy of the militants, who 
argue that Sikhs will never get fair treat
ment from a Congress administration. The 
party is indelibly connected with the June 
1984 storming of the Sikh Golden Temple in 
Amritsar. 

The Congress (I) Party, which now holds a 
minority position in India's Parliament, held 
the elections in order to gain control of 
Punjab's parliamentary seats, a former Sikh 
political leader, said yesterday in New Delhi 
on condition of anonymity. This view has 
also been voiced by other critics here, but 
the Congress government says it wants only 
to return Punjab to normalcy. 

Bharat. Wariavwalla, of Delhi 's Centre for 
the Study of Developing Societies, says the 
central government must shift more power 
to the states and continue to hold elections 
in Punjab. 

Some political groups then would realize 
that "extremism is not going to work; the 
Indian state is too powerful and is going to 
crush it," Mr. Wariavwalla says. 

[From the Washington Times, Feb. 12, 1992) 
TOP SIKHS ARRESTED FOR URGING VOTE 

BOYCOTT 
CHANDIGARH, India.-Leaders of a powerful 

Sikh religious body were arrested yesterday 
for urging a boycott of elections in Punjab 
and militants trying to disrupt the vote 
killed five political workers, police said. 

The Shiromani Gurudwara Prabandhak 
Committee, · which controls Sikh temples, 
adopted a resolution to boycott next week's 
elections, said committee president 
Gurcharan Singh Tohra. Mr. Tohra and 16 
other committee members were arrested on 
leaving the meeting at a temple in Anandpur 
Sahib, 60 miles north of Chandigarh. 

Punjab Home Secretary A.S. Chatha said 
they were detained under India's anti-terror
ist laws. Earlier, police blocked roads to 
Anandpur Sahib and barred reporters. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
[From the New York Times, Feb. 14, 1992) 

FOR SIKH INDEPENDENCE 
To the EDITOR: I take exception to the sen

timent of the Indian historian Khushwant 
Singh, quoted in "Violence, Like Punjab's 
Wheat, Finds Fertile Soil" (news article, 
Feb. 1), that an independent Sikh homeland, 
Khalistan, "is not viable. " 

The Punjab, known as the wheat-basket of 
India, produces 73 percent of India's wheat 
reserve and 48 percent of its rice reserve. 
Sikhs make up 2 percent of India's popu
lation but account for 26 percent of its gross 
national product. · 

Khalistan is viable not only economically, 
but also militarily. In 1947, Sikhs made up 50 
percent of Indian Army officers, 38 percent of 
the air force and 33 percent of combat sol
diers. Today, India has stopped recruiting 
Sikhs, fearing an armed revolt. Nevertheless, 
the martial tradition in Punjab is alive; 
Khalistan will be fully capable of defending 
itself. 

Sikhs, 68 percent of the Punjab population, 
overwhelmingly view India's election plan as 
counterproductive. Most Sikh organizations 
say they will boycott elections to pursue 
independence. 

GURMIT SINGH AULAKH, 
President , Council of Khalistan, 

Washington , Feb . 5, 1992. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO EXPAND HOME OWNERSHIP 
OPPORTUNITIES 

HON. JOSE E. SERRANO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, today I intro
duced a bill that will expand home ownership 
opportunities for low-income buyers in areas 
across the country that most need new afford
able housing, through a proven, successful 
program, tax-exempt mortgage revenue 
bonds. My bill would permit the issuance of 
mortgage revenue bonds to finance the sale of 
newly constructed two-family homes in tar
geted areas of chronic economic distress. 

Under current law, mortgage revenue bond 
proceeds may be used to finance new single
family homes, but not new two-family homes. 
In many densely populated urban areas, in
cluding New York City, the costs of land and 
construction make two-family projects much 
more economically feasible for developers 
than single-family homes. Two-family homes 
simply cost less to build. In addition, each 
home build can provide an affordable rental 
unit, a scarce commodity in the south Bronx 
and many other areas of the country. 

In my congressional district, there are sev
eral projects underway to build two-family 
homes. I believe that low-income people who 
wish to buy these homes should be able to 
get financing through the mortgage revenue 
bond program. 

My bill would simply amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 by lifting the require
ment that a two-family residence be occupied 
at least 5 years before a mortgage is executed 
subject to the mortgage revenue bond pro
gram, when the two-family residence is in a 
targeted area as currently defined in the Code, 
in a State economic development zone, or in 
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any area designated as a Federal enterprise 
zone. 

We need desperately to expand home own
ership opportunities for low-income working 
people in economically distressed areas of this 
country. Home ownership opportunities are an 
indispensable link in the housing ladder. New 
home buyers free up affordable rental units for 
those who are ready to leave public housing, 
who in turn make public housing units avail
able for the thousands upon thousands of 
families and individuals living doubled up in 
public housing projects, or without shelter at 
all. Expanded home ownership opportunity will 
keep and attract working people who contrib
ute to the economic development of distressed 
communities. Making it easier for people to 
own their homes will help to stabilize dis
tressed areas. 

The mortgage revenue bond program has 
proven to be an extremely effective mecha
nism for the promotion of low- and moderate
income home ownership in New York and 
throughout the country. Expanding the pro
gram in this way would make it even more ef
fective in the areas of greatest housing need, 
without costing the Federal Treasury a penny 
in tax revenues. 

KATHERINE DUNHAM: A DANCER'S 
CELEBRATION OF AMERICA' S 
GORGEOUS MOSAIC 

HON. C~ B. RANGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to com
memorate Black History Month by paying spe
cial tribute to Katherine Dunham, one of Amer
ica's preeminent performing artists. As a danc
er and choreographer, she revolutionized 
modern dance in the 20th century by blending 
rhythms of America with those of Africa and 
the Caribbean. 

First, I wish to commend my friend and col
league, the Honorable Louis Stokes, who once 
again has summoned the Congressional Black 
Caucus to raise our voices as one in recogni
tion of America's black heroes and heroines. 
Not that we should single out one day, or 
week, or month to celebrate those who came 
before us and those who are toiling with us 
today in various fields to advance our common 
cause and that of our Nation. 

So we, as black Americans, during this 
month we focus on extraordinary people and 
events as a way of educating black boys and 
girls, and all Americans, so that someday we 
may celebrate them at all times, with one 
voice. But as long as black history is ignored, 
we must use occasions such as this to spread 
the word to all Americans, especially black 
Americans, about our contributions, and reflect 
on the patchwork of cultures that make up 
America's gorgeous mosaic. 

Most importantly, this is a time to celebrate 
who we are, and like other Americans, to re
member the various backgrounds from which 
we sprang. As Americans, we are indeed a 
glorious mosaic, of nationalities, of colors, and 
of religions who have come together to live in 
harmony. 
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So, I call on my colleagues to join me in sa

luting Katherine Dunham. Today, she lies in 
satisfactory condition at St. Mary's Hospital in 
East St. Louis, IL, in the 27th day of a fast, 
which she entered in protest of the treatment 
of the Haitian boat people. She has pledged to 
take nothing more than cranberry juice and 
water until our Government ceases the depor
tations of those unfortunate refugees. 

At the age of 82, Ms. Dunham is dem
onstrating not only her love of the Haitian cul
ture that inspired much of her work, but her 
commitment to fair treatment of all mankind. It 
would be saying less than enough to call her 
an American heroine. 

Ms. Dunham's love affair with Haiti began in 
the 1930's when, as a student of anthropol
ogy, she spent a year of field study in the 
West Indies. 

Her training in anthropology was the founda
tion for the new dance forms that she later in
troduced. Through her work, African and Car
ibbean rhythms and movements were seen for 
the first time on American stages. 

"Cabin in the Sky," a Broadway musical 
choreographed by Dunham, in which she also 
acted and danced, was the first of several 
stage productions and films with which she 
was connected. Others included such films as 
"Stormy Weather"-which featured Lena 
Horne and Bill "Bojangles" Robinson-"Par
don My Sarong," which she choreographed, 
and the musical "Windy City." 

Ms. Dunham's dance interests have ranged 
from Haiti to Harlem. She blended the dances 
of America's urban blacks with their hidden 
roots in Africa and the Caribbean. Today, at a 
time when African and Caribbean dancing for 
young people is taken for granted, we should 
remember that Ms. Dunham was the first to 
express the connection. 

Born in Joliet, IL, Ms. Dunham holds M.A. 
and Ph.D. degrees from the University of Chi
cago. Over the years, she has established 
schools of dance and done humanitarian work 
in places as diverse as East St. Louis, New 
York, Haiti, and Senegal. In 1990, she was 
presented the National Medal of the Arts by 
President Bush. 

Ms. Dunham's courageous decision to risk 
her life to benefit the Haitian boat people is a 
moving testament to the depth of the tragedy 
being inflicted on the suffering people of Haiti. 
What more needs to be said to call attention 
to their plight? 

What more needs to be said to open our 
hearts to the desperation of the people who 
would risk their lives to cross shark-infested 
open seas to escape the brutality of trigger
happy soldiers. 

Why must it be left up to an 82-year-old 
woman, an American cultural treasure, to risk 
her own life to gain a little sympathy for a peo
ple left abandoned by the same Americans 
who urged them to trust in democracy. 

Katherine Dunham need not fear the ques
tion which will be asked, after all is said and 
done, about Haiti: What did you know and 
what did you do about it? She, like us, knows; 
but she has chosen to do somethinp about it. 
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TRIBUTE TO ALICE AND HENRY 
ACKERMAN 

HON. DA VE CAMP 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I rise today to recognize two out
standing individuals from northern Michigan. 
On March 7, 1992, Alice and Henry Ackerman 
will be receiving the Greater Kalkaska Area 
Chamber of Commerce Golden Achievement 
Award for their 15 years of service to the com
munity of Kalkaska. 

Both Henry and Alice are active members of 
the community. Their commitment to the Na
tional Trout Festival, an event held annually 
for over 50 years that promotes the fishing 
and other summer sports that prevail in the 
Kalkaska area, was recognized 2 years ago 
when they were elected lifetime honorary 
members. The festival regularly brings thou
sands of visitors to the Kalkaska area to fish 
and enjoy the summer. 

Alice has been involved in the community in 
many ways. She worked as a secretary for the 
police department and has been very involved 
in the hospital auxiliary. She can ·often be 
seen reading poetry to comfort those patients 
who are in the long-term area of the hospital. 

Henry, a retired personnel manager from 
the Novi Equipment Co., has also been in
volved in the community in many ways. Henry 
has served on the Kalkaska County Commis
sion on Aging Board. The board is responsible 
for overseeing the many recreational and meal 
programs that the Council on Aging produces 
for the senior citizens of the Kalkaska area. 
The many programs support the recreational 
needs of the area's seniors. Alice and Henry 
have also been very active in the Kalkaska 
Historical Society as well as lifetime members 
of the Calvary Baptist Church. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that you will join with 
me in commending and congratulating the 
Ackermans. Their service to the community is 
certainly a shining example of good citizen
ship. Let us thank the Ackermans for their 
service to northern Michigan. 

SUPPORT LOAN GUARANTEES FOR 
ISRAEL 

HON. RAYMOND J. McGRATII 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, I am very dis
turbed by the recent comments made by the 
Secretary of State concerning Israel's request 
for a $10 billion loan guarantee from the Unit
ed States. 

I not only find the remarks by the Secretary 
before the House Subcommittee on Foreign 
Operations repulsive but what is especially of
fensive is the timing of his comments. Middle 
East representatives are again gathered here 
in Washington and have assembled at an 
even-keeled table. However, the Bush admin
istration's unyielding policy toward the loan
guarantee issue is insensitive and has tilted 
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the bargaining table sharply toward the Arab 
delegates. 

What the administration does not under
stand is that the mere threat of withholding the 
guarantee has an adverse effect on the peace 
process by linking a pure humanitarian effort 
with a strategy for reconciliation between sev
eral adversaries. I take exception to the state
ment by the Secretary of State and the Presi- · 
dent that the settlements in the West Bank 
and the Gaza Strip are an impediment to 
peace in the Middle East. For one, the number 
of refugees that have settled in these areas is 
very small. Labeling these settlements as a 
hindrance to the peace process is a feeble at
tempt to lay blame on an ally who is dedicated 
to tranquility in a region that has known war 
for centuries. 

In addition, by delaying the guarantee, the 
administration continues to ignore the respon
sibilities this country has to the Jewish 
emigrees from the former Soviet Union. For 
decades, the United States, together with Is
rael, has been at the forefront of efforts to se
cure emigration for Jews who were unable to 
practice their religion in the Soviet Union. 
Now, after this struggle has borne fruit, should 
this Nation just turn our back on the thou
sands of Jewish emigrees? We must ensure 
that the Soviet Jews that have been granted 
freedom of passage to Israel be provided liv
ing conditions free from the instability and fear 
that had plagued their lives in the Soviet 
Union. The loan guarantee is merely another 
step in a process that this country has long 
committed itself. To bail out on the guarantee 
would be nothing less than an act of desertion 
by the United States. 

Also, what the administration fails to accept 
is that stalling the guarantee also has an ad
verse affect on business in this country. The 
Israelis have agreed to purchase prefabricated 
structures, built by American manufacturers, to 
house the Jewish emigrees. With America's fi
nancial situation-especially our building 
trades at a standstill-this purchase plan 
would have injected a much-needed boost to 
our economy. 

Mr. Speaker, yet another fact the adminis
tration fails to realize is that the loan guaran
tee is just that, a guarantee; the United States 
is simply a cosigner on behalf of Israel. It is 
nothing more than a good will effort on behalf 
of the United States so that Israel may borrow 
using the most beneficial market rate. Yet, the 
White House has used this nominal request by 
Israel as a means to set policy and implement 
radical reorganization of our Middle East pol
icy. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I believe that putting 
conditions on loan guarantees is another at
tempt to punish Israel. Those in Washington 
who advocate conditions for the guarantee 
continue to make no mention of the Arab boy
cott of Israel; the continued state of bellig
erency that the Arab nations have maintained 
against Israel since its inception; and the re
fusal of all Arab nations-with the exception of 
Egypt-to recognize Israel. Until these issues 
are resolved, I will continue to oppose any pol
icy structured to condemn only Israel. 
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THE AMERICAN MANUFACTURING 

REVITALIZATION ACT OF 1992 

HON. WAYNE OWENS 
OF UTAH 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, today I 
introduced the American Manufacturing Revi
talization Act of 1992. 

This legislation provides companies with the 
incentive and the means to construct and start 
up new manufacturing facilities. Specifically, it 
allows a company a 5-year writeoff of the 
costs of that years' investment in a new manu
facturing plant and equipment over the aver
age of the previous 3 year's investment. It is 
thus targeted toward new plant and equip
ment, and does not cost the Treasury any rev
enue. 

Only the costs of those manufacturing facili
ties constructed within the United States can 
be amortized under this bill. Thus, a company 
does not have incentive to relocate to coun
tries with lower labor costs. 

Much will be discussed in the coming weeks 
on how best to prime our economic pumps. 
This debate must focus on policies that en
courage both capital formation and productive 
capital investment. However, I fear that not 
enough attention has focused on the high 
costs of construction involved in the startup or 
expansion of a company's manufacturing op
erations. To often, our industry has based its 
investment decisions on the costs of labor, 
then relocated to cheaper labor markets. 
Granted, you can't prevent a company from 
moving its operations to a location where prof
its can be maximized. But many times the ad
verse impact of relocation on our domestic 
economy could be avoided if companies are 
given incentives to relocate or expand domes
tically. 

We must keep in mind that industry is by no 
means entirely to blame for seemingly short
sighted decisionmaking. After all, a company's 
search for profits is understandable, and its 
behavior is inextricably linked to incentives in 
the tax code. Many companies must relocate 
in order to remain productive. Relocation often 
requires construction of a new plant and in
vestment in new or different equipment. We 
must enable those companies to relocate, but 
give them incentive to keep operations within 
our country. 

My bill will remedy this condition by helping 
to lower the costs involved in start up of a new 
manufacturing facility in the United States. The 
initial, fixed costs of construction and equip
ment are often an entrepreneur's greatest ob
stacle to success, as well as an existing com
pany's greatest obstacle to expansion. 

For new companies created with venture 
capital, this accelerated writeoff can help to 
ease high startup costs and act as a just re
ward for their entrepreneurship. For existing 
companies, it provides incentive to expand. 
We must restructure the Tax Code, where ap
propriate, to assure that entrepreneurship and 
long-term vision is rewarded, and this bill can 
help to bring those rewards to fruition. 

Last week, we considered important tax leg
islation which, I hope, can be modified or im
proved considerably in the Senate and by con-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

ferees. In introducing this bill, I intend to lay 
before the Congress an additional proposal 
which should be given serious consideration. 
This proposal is intended to supplement, rath
er than replace, important items currently 
under review, such as other rapid amortization 
measures, a cut in the capital gains tax and 
investment tax credit. 

Encouraging the growth of new manufactur
ing capability is good, sound policy. It is fis
cally responsible, pro-growth, and pro-entre
preneurship. Regardless of whether the cur
rent tax bill passes the President's desk, a bi
partisan consensus has obviously emerged 
that there exists a real lack of investment in
centives in the Tax Code. Should our current 
efforts not reach fruition, we should continue 
efforts to remedy these shortcomings through 
legislation such as this. I encourage my col
leagues to give this proposal the highest con
sideration. 

THE RETIREMENT OF DICK KERR: 
ONE OF OUR NATION'S BEST 
AND BRIGHTEST 

HON. BUD SHUSTER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
praise the accomplishments of Richard J. 
Kerr, who retired last week as the Deputy Di
rector of the Central Intelligence Agency. Dick 
Kerr was a superb intelligence officer who per
sonified the best traditions of the CIA. He was 
truly a Central Intelligence officer: The breadth 
of his experience made him the best example 
I know, of an all-around officer. His expertise 
showed best in the last few years, when he 
was the Deputy Director, and then Acting Di
rector for a long period pending the confirma
tion of Mr. Gates. 

As Director of Central Intelligence [DCI] 
Gates noted in Kerr's retirement ceremony at 
CIA headquarters last week. "The issues in 
which Dick has played a role over these years 
read like a history of our time and span the 
globe." Dick spent 32 years with the CIA. Ris
ing through the directorate of intelligence to be 
senior analyst, then representative to the 
Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Command, 
then head of a task force planning the use of 
new collection sytems, and then executive offi
cer of the intelligence community staff. 

In 1982, the DCI appointed Dick Kerr the 
Associate Deputy Director for Intelligence. In 
1986 he was briefly the Deputy Director for 
Administration, before being named Deputy 
Director for Intelligence. This critical job man
ages the CIA offices that produce analysis and 
finished intelligence for U.S. policymakers. 
Dick Kerr was appointed Deputy Director for 
Central Intelligence in March 1989, where he 
served until March 2. For some months in the 
second half of 1991, Dick was the Acting Di
rector of Central Intelligence after Judge Web
ster's resignation. 

In a ceremony last week at CIA head
quarters, Dick was presented with CIA's high
est medal, The Distinguished Intelligence 
Medal. DCI Gates noted during the ceremony 
that Dick Kerr throughout his career "dis-
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played not only a brilliance for analysis, but a 
unique grace under pressure and an unusual 
candor that has won over even the sharpest 
critic." In July 1991, President Bush presented 
Dick Kerr with the Presidential Citizens Medal 
for Kerr's unique contributions during the Per
sian Gulf crisis. 

In my personal and professional contact 
with Dick Kerr, I was always impressed not 
only by his good judgment and skill, but also 
by his personable style. He was open and 
honest, with a terrific sense of humor. 

Mr. Gates noted the "enormous affection" 
CIA employees have for Dick Kerr, and com
mented that Dick "had the ability to inspire 
loyalty on the part of the troops." 

We wish Dick and his family the best. We 
also extend to him our Intelligence Commit
tee's, and the Congress' profound thanks for a 
job extremely well done. Dick Kerr is one of 
the genuine unsung heroes, whose long ca
reer as a professional intelligence officer re
flects the best tradition of Federal service. 

TRIBUTE TO MR. JEFFREY REZNIK 

HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

bring the attention of my colleagues to the 
good work of Mr. Jeffrey Reznik, a constituent 
of mine in New York. 

Mr. Reznik is a businessman, as well as an 
activist on behalf of numerous Jewish causes. 
As executive director of Response in Kind, 
Jeff Reznik has coordinated write-in and call
in campaigns to urge American support for Is
rael. As a regular columnist in the Jewish 
Press, he has drawn lessons for modern-day 
readers from the history of the Jewish people. 
His most recent column presented a well-re
searched chronology of expulsion orders 
against Jews, an important contribution to the 
understanding of a history that led to the Zion
ist dream of a state for the Jewish people. Mr. 
Reznik has also been a leading advocate in 
the campaign to release Ron Arad and the 
other Israeli prisoners-of-war captured in Leb
anon. I was pleased to work closely with Re
sponse in Kind in drafting House Resolution 
372, calling on the Syrian Government to re
lease those prisoners. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of my constituents in 
New York, I would like to ask all of my fellow 
Members of Congress to join me in thanking 
Jeffrey Reznik for his tireless efforts on behalf 
of our community and our Nation. 

TRIBUTE TO "NEW LEASE ON 
LIFE" ON THEIR 31ST ANNIVER
SARY 

HON. JAMES A. TRAFlCANf, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Today, Mr. Speaker, I rise 

to pay tribute to the members of a very special 
organization, "New Lease on Life," who are 
celebrating their 31st anniversary. 
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On February 17, 1992, I had the great 

pleasure to address this commendable group 
at the DiVieste Banquet Hall in my 17th Dis
trict of Ohio. I was extremely proud to address 
this social club founded by Jean Hardy 
Copeland in 1961. As a result of her mar
velous insight, "New Lease on Life" has be
come a very appreciated group to many indi
viduals in my district. 

"New Lease on Life" is an organization for 
handicapped people from the Trumbull County 
area which gives its members the opportunity 
to meet with each other on a regular basis 
and offer support, understanding, and com
panionship to each other. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I want to pay tribute to 
this fine organization and wish them a very 
happy anniversary. 

JACK AND RITA SINDER RECEIVE 
1992 AWARD OF MERIT FROM 
UNIVERSITY OF JUDAISM 

·HON. MEL LEVINE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize Jack and Rita Sinder, 1992 
recipients of the University of Judaism Award 
of Merit. This award is only the latest in a long 
line of honors the Sinders have received for 
their many years of dedication to the Jewish 
community. 

In 1967, upon the outbreak of the Six Day 
War, the Sinders were forced to cut short their 
visit to Israel. On their return they helped mo
bilize their community on behalf of Israel, par
ticularly through Israel bonds. This was the 
beginning of a deep and lasting visible com
mitment to helping Israel, culminating with Rita 
being honored by the Golda Meir Club in 1988 
for her dedication. Rita currently serves on the 
Los Angeles Board of Israel Bonds. 

Jack and Rita have been active members of 
Valley Beth Shalom for 31 years. As a me
chanical engineer, Jack was able to save the 
synagogue from a costly move by devising a 
plan to expand on the existing grounds. Jack 
also served as construction chairman, playing 
a large part in the creation of Valley Beth 
Shalom's new classrooms, sanctuary, syna
gogue center, and the Sinder parking center, 
which he and Rita dedicated. 

The Sinders are devoted as well to the Uni
versity of Judaism. They are founders of the 
University of Judaism Wagner Program, are 
university patrons, and serve on its board. 
This year, Rita and her sister are the sponsors 
of one of the university's public lectures featur
ing Rabbi Arthur Hertzberg. 

Jack and Rita's philanthropic activities help 
to further enrich their happy and successful 
careers and personal lives. Jack is a real es
tate developer, and Rita is a real estate broker 
and professional property manager. They 
share their joy with their children, Alan and 
Sheri, Sheri's husband Jim, and especially 
their granddaughter, Cara Leigh. 

It is my pleasure to bring Jack and Rita 
Sinder's accomplishments to the attention of 
my colleagues in the House of Representa
tives, and I ask that they join me in extending 
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my heartiest congratulations to Jack and Rita 
on this wonderful occasion. 

CLAIMS TO THE JAPANESE GOV
ERNMENT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS 
ABUSES DURING WORLD WAR II 

HON. BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH 
OF NEVADA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I am here 
today to speak on behalf of the American De
f enders of Bataan and Corregidor, Inc., who 
have made a claim to the Government of 
Japan for human rights abuses which oc
curred during World War II. 

During World War II many American POW's 
were subjected to months of deprivation and 
mistreatment in prison camps. After the war, 
many of those ex-prisoners still suffered from 
the effects of the war. For many, life only pro
vided physical and mental anguish. 

In 1951, the treaty of peace was signed by 
the United States and Japan, providing the 
United States with some reparations to settle 
war claims. While the War Claims Commission 
was authorized to pay ex-prisoners compensa
tion for former military prisoners of war cap
tured in any territories invaded by the Japa
nese, this compensation was limited due to 
the economic environment of Japan. The 
American Defenders of Bataan and Corregi
dor, Inc., believe that this payment was not 
enough to compensate for the degradation 
which was caused by these human rights 
abuses. 

Times have changed, however, and Japan 
is now financially secure. As such, the Amer
ican Defenders of Bataan and Corregidor, Inc., 
have filed a claim with the United Nations 
Commission on Human Rights, requesting that 
proper reparation be made. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that the United 
Nations Commission on Human Rights will 
give this request careful consideration. We 
cannot stand for human rights abuses in the 
past, the present, or the future. 

THE "ROAD TO INFAMY" EM-
BODIES EDUCATIONAL TELE-
VISION PRODUCTION 

HON. DON RITIER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. RITIER. Mr. Speaker, we are all famil
iar with the old adage "from little acorns 
mighty oak trees grow." 

This saying certainly holds true for a small 
television/video production company, Lou 
Reda Productions, Inc., located in my con
gressional district, in the city of Easton, PA. 

Lou Reda Productions has taken on the re
sponsibility of producing informative and enter
taining documentaries, and general program
ming that is televised on the Arts and Enter
tainment Cable Network, the Discovery Chan
nel and elsewhere. They are currently working 
on a 13-part series entitled "Secret Weapons," 
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and will soon be completing "Crossed Sabers: 
The History of the U.S. Calvary" which will in
clude a forward by President Reagan. 

Lou Reda Productions has produced numer
ous works that are familiar to many people na
tionwide including "Constitution Minutes," 
"The Blue and the Gray,'' an 8-hour CBS mini
series about the Civil War, and "Korea: The 
Forgotten War." 

Most recently Lou Reda Productions has 
been involved in helping to commemorate the 
50th anniversary of America's participation in 
World War II with their production of "Road to 
Infamy: The Countdown Years." as well as 
their work with Grammy Award winning instru
mentalist and singer Phil Driscol and the up
coming "Spirit of America" concert at the Na
tional Symphony Orchestra here in Washing
ton. 

Mr. Speaker, last year, I screened Lou Reda 
Productions' 1-hour television special "Road to 
Infamy: The Countdown Years." It is an out
standing work and it stands out from the 
crowd in both its quality and content. I would 
highly recommend it for my colleagues, and 
others who have not viewed it. 

Of all of the television program specials 
scheduled as part of the 50th anniversary of 
the Japanese attack, "The Road to Infamy" 
has been the only one that clearly crystallizes 
Japanese philosophy and foreign policy from 
the time Admiral Perry landed in Japan in the 
1850's until the outbreak of the World War II. 

The program traces Japan's economic and 
military philosophy, its involvement in World 
War I and the territories Japan was awarded, 
its conflict with Russia and the Russo-Japa
nese War, the Japanese invasion of Manchu
ria and their devastating war with China, their 
military buildup, Admiral Yamamoto's planning 
and training for the attack on Pearl Harbor, 
and finally the last minute diplomatic efforts 
undertaken by two Nations headed for war. 

Daniel Marinez, the historian at the U.S.S. 
Arizona Memorial in Pearl Harbor, incor
porated the film into the December 7 program 
schedule of the 50th Anniversary Ceremony at 
Pearl Harbor. It is my understanding that all 
park rangers and guides at the U.S.S. Arizona 
Memorial will be required to screen "Road to 
Infamy" as part of their training and continu
ous study program. 

Mr. Speaker, "Road To Infamy" is the defin
itive television program that covers the impor
tant events related to Japan and United 
States-Japanese relations during the count
down years leading up to Pearl Harbor. This 
view is also shared by many retired U.S. mili
tary personnel including-to name a few-Ad
miral I. Campbell Kidd, Jr., whose father re
ceived the Medal of Honor while serving on 
the U.S.S. Arizona, Gen. John P. Condon, 
USMC-Ret. as well as many teachers and 
educators. It has also been acclaimed by 
Dorothy Rabinowitz in the Wall Street Journal, 
and in other newspapers and publications na
tionwide. 

Indeed, besides its regular prime time 
scheduling, the Arts and Entertainment cable 
network recognized the importance of this pro
gram and made it available to teachers and 
schools as part of their educational program
ming. 

Mr. Speaker, this little acorn of a production 
company-Lou Reda Productions-has, and 
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is, producing quality programming that is chal
lenging and motivating people to learn more 
about their world, history, and the American 
heritage. 

It is my feeling that the creative group that 
produced "Road to Infamy" should be recog
nized for their efforts and the outstanding so
cial responsibility evident in their work. That 
group is: Lou Reda, the executive producer; 
Mort Zimmerman of Queens, NY, the pro
ducer; Norman Stahl of Bayshore, NY who 
wrote a detailed and extremely informative 
script; and Don Horan of Boonton, NJ, the di
rector/editor. This group embodies creativity 
and educational programming for commercial 
television. 

Mr. Speaker, with the ongoing commemora
tion of the 50th anniversary of America's in
volvement in World War II and the current sta
tus of United States-Japanese bilateral rela
tions, I would strongly urge that the Library of 
Congress and the Congressional Research 
Service permanently make this important vis
ual document-"Road To lnfamy"-available 
on VHS cassettes for screening and reference 
work. 

TRIBUTE TO RABBI LOUIS KAPLAN 

HON. CURT WELDON 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

commend and pay tribute to Rabbi Louis 
Kaplan, a constituent of mine, who after 30 
years of service will retire this April from Ohev 
Shalom Synagogue in Wallingford, PA. 

Rabbi Kaplan has been a pillar of the local 
community since joining Ohev Shalom in 
1961. A true altruist, Rabbi Kaplan helped 
form the interfaith program, "QUEST: An Ex
periment in Interfaith Understanding." Also, he 
currently is the chaplain and a teacher at 
Widner University. In addition to all his con
tributions to education and youth in Delaware 
County, Rabbi Kaplan aids the elderly by con
ducting monthly prayers at a local nursing 
home and performing his duties as committee 
member at Crozer Chester Medical Center. As 
a result of all his philanthropies, teachings, 
and studies, Rabbi Kaplan has enriched the 
lives of thousands of Delaware County citi
zens. 

He has a Ph.D from Dropsie College and an 
honorary doctor of divinity degree from the 
Jewish Theological Seminary. He is currently 
listed as an honorary pastor of the 
Swarthmore Presbyterian Church and is a vice 
president of the Philadelphia region Rabbinical 
Society. Rabbi Kaplan is one of the finest citi
zens of Delaware County. I am proud to have 
him as my constituent. 

TRIBUTE TO CHARLES R. PINZONE 

HON. MARY ROSE OAKAR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

pay tribute to Charles R. Pinzone, executive 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

secretary of Cleveland Building Trades. For 
over 40 years he has consistently channeled 
his energies toward the Cleveland community, 
civic activities, and the well-being of those 
around him. This month Charles is retiring. 

His service and vast experience will indeed 
be missed by the many people he has worked 
with as a pacesetter in building trade construc
tion. His absence will undoul: .edly leave a 
void in the many organizations which have re
lied on his natural leadership ability. These or
ganizations include the Cleveland Building and 
Construction Trade Council, the Cleveland 
AFL-CIO Federation of Labor, Ohio State 
Building and Construction Trade Council, the 
Greater Cleveland Growth Board. 

But Mr. Pinzone's hard work was not limited 
to his profession. In fact, Charles's aspirations 
and efforts have rarely been limited. At the 
Charles Pinzone Boxing ·Club, he has been 
teaching children both how to box and reach 
goals in life. Charles has been a champion of 
the elderly at the Pinzone Tower, Senior Citi
zens Apartments. Again Charles undertook the 
leadership positions in civic activities, such as 
Northern Ohio Chapter Leukemia Society, 
Cleveland Golden Gloves Association, Amer
ican Legion Post No. 569, labor division of the 
United Way, and the list continues. 

During his career, Charles was recognized 
by many organizations for his achievements. 
He was presented with many honors which in
clude the Cosmopolitan Democratic League 
Achievement Award, Leukemia Society Award 
of Appreciation, and the Council for Economic 
Opportunities Leadership Award. However, as 
all those close to Charles will attest, his most 
satisfaction comes not from the awards he has 
been given, but from the achievements that 
have been gained. 

It is fitting that we acknowledge individuals, 
like Charles R. Pinzone, who have given of 
themselves for the betterment of their commu
nity and neighbors. By doing so we remind 
ourselves and promote the fact that one per
son can make a difference. Thank you 
Charles and good luck. 

TRIBUTE TO MR. EUGENE H. 
AHNER 

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

honor the achievements of Mr. Eugene H. 
Ahner upon his retirement on February 28, 
1992. Mr. Ahner is retiring after serving our 
community as district administrator for the 
California Park and Recreation Society for the 
last 26 years. 

Mr. Ahner began his employment as a 
recreation supervisor for special projects in 
1965. He was then hired as the district's first 
program coordinator. Under Mr. Ahner's su
pervision, the district department has grown 
tremendously. Part time staff consisted of 3 of
ficials when Mr. Ahner began and now the de
partment employs over 300. The district has 
also increased from just 6 parks to 32, cover
ing a total of 368 acres. 

Mr. Ahner has been a very respected leader 
in the department and has received many 
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awards during his career. He was given the 
Outstanding Senior Award from California 
State University Sacramento in 1966, and a 
Professional Award in 1979. Mr. Ahner has 
been president of the California Park and 
Recreation Society and an active member of 
the National Park and Recreation Society. 

· It is truly an honor to speak on behalf of Mr. 
Ahner. I know that the Sacramento community 
has benefited greatly from his leadership as 
district director for the Parks and Recreation 
Society. I ask my colleagues to join me in con
gratulating him and in wishing him happiness 
in his retirement. 

RESOLUTION TO 
WITH JUSTICE 
IRELAND 

BRING PEACE 
IN NORTHERN 

HON. MARlY RU~ 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro
ducing legislation to help bring an end to the 
strife in Northern Ireland. I am calling on the 
Government of the United States to encourage 
discussions among all parties involved to pro
mote peace and justice in this troubled area of 
the world. 

Given the extended history of conflict here, 
and the bitterness that exists as a result, 
many may consider it only a dream to even 
consider the possibility of peace. I do not. 
Consider this: Opportunities arise in even the 
stormiest of times and places for change, and 
I believe such a time exists now. We need 
only look at the brand new world maps being 
drawn to know that we are undergoing tre
mendous change. Now is the time we can 
shift the course that keeps Northern Ireland 
mired in conflict. 

No one is happy with the current situation in 
Ireland, that is clear. But that is not enough 
unless the parties involved work together to 
devise a solution to end the situation, and that 
doesn't happen. No formula to date has 
worked, and meantime the situation grows 
worse, with every aspect of life affected. 
Northern Ireland, in addition to the tragic 
deaths and relentless fear, has the highest 
poverty rate in the European Community and 
the unemployment is the highest in all of 
Western Europe. 

My resolution is concerned with the positive: 
peace with justice in Ireland. Since the Gov
ernment of our great country has successfully 
promoted peace through compromise in other 
troubled areas throughout the world, let's bring 
our skill and focus to this conflict. 

We know the people of Ireland do share the 
common objectives of peace, justice, and 
prosperity for all Irish people, and we can play 
a role here. I urge the President to seek to es
tablish talks with all parties concerned. When 
people talk, strife can end, new relationships 
can form. When people talk, peace and justice 
can be won. We can see the same new day 
that is dawning throughout the world come to 
all the citizens of Northern Ireland, Ireland, 
and Great Britain. 
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A TRIBUTE TO THE SUNDAY 

SCHOOL OF THE CHURCH ON THE 
HILL 

HON. GARY L ACKERMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to pay tribute to the Sunday School of the 
Church on the Hill in Flushing, Queens. The 
Sunday school will celebrate its 65th anniver
sary with a special service of worship in the 
sanctuary on Sunday, March 8. 

The Sunday School of the Church on the 
Hill has been a stable force in the life of the 
church and its community since its creation in 
1927. This vehicle of the church continues to 
offer the community's children the same edu
cational, moral, and religious training that was 
envisioned in 1927. Although many things in 
the neighborhood and community surrounding 
the church have changed over the years, the 
Sunday school has retained its strong commit
ment to educating its children. 

This achievement is a tribute to the leader
ship of dedicated teachers and administration 
over the years. The Sunday school's super
intendents, secretary, treasurer, and full staff 
of teachers have given of themselves and 
their time in a manner which cannot go unno
ticed. I also commend the Reverend Robert A. 
Perless, whose leadership over the past 22 
years has been a source of great stability for 
the Church on the Hill. 

Finally, I commend the students of the Sun
day school. Their hard work and determination 
has made the Sunday School of the Church 
on the Hill a source of great pride for the sur
rounding neighborhood and community. 

Mr. Speaker, I call on all my colleagues in 
the House of Representatives to join me in 
congratulating the Sunday School of the 
Church on the Hill on the occasion of its 65th 
anniversary. 

FRUITS AND VEGETABLES LEAD 
THE WAY IN U.S. EXPORTS 

HON. ROBIN TALI.ON 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 
Mr. TALLON. Mr. Speaker, after all the bad 

news we are used to hearing on the floor of 
this House regarding our trade deficit, I take 
great pleasure in passing on some good 
news. According to the Foreign Agriculture 
Service of the USDA, for fiscal year 1991, the 
value of U.S. exports in fruits, vegetables, and 
horticultural items broke a record: Over $6 bil
lion for that period. That figure is up 17 per
cent over the figure for fiscal year 1990, and 
it means that these products rank as the No. 
1 U.S. food export. 

The message is taking hold around the 
world: Good health begins and ends with good 
nutrition, and this means consuming more 
fruits and vegetables. I believe this is only the 
beginning; the USDA tells us that the export 
figures are still climbing. 

Fruits and vegetables are not program crops 
in the parlance of USDA. This means they do 
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not get subsidies or the benefit of quota pro
grams from the USDA. The fruit and vegetable 
business is really composed of a multitude of 
different businesses, each one unique and 
each one fiercely competitive. For these rea
sons, fruit and vegetable producers really 
don't get as much attention or support from 
the Department of Agriculture as I think they 
deserve, especially considering the economic 
punch they pack. 

By supporting fruits and vegetables, we sup
port good health, reduced health care costs, a 
smaller trade deficit and more job opportuni
ties for rural Americans, especially for smaller 
farmers. Please join me in supporting this con
tinuing success story. I also invite you to join 
me in seeing that the Federal Government 
acts on many fronts as a partner in promoting 
this very important sector of agriculture. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
RELATED TO FREE TRADE 
AGREEMENTS 

HON. RICHARD T. SCHUIZE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 4, 1992 

Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Speaker, today I am in
troducing legislation calling on the President of 
the United States to initiate negotiations with 
the Republic of China on Taiwan-Taiwan-
and the Republic of Korea-Korea-geared 
toward achieving a free trade agreement with 
each country. 

As we all know, in a relatively short period 
of time, these countries have step by step ad
vanced into the ranks of the world's developed 
nations. The leadership in these nations rec
ognized early on that international trade was 
their only hope for long-term prosperity. As a 
result, Taiwan and Korea now rank as two of 
the largest trading nations in the world. 

While these countries still have barriers to 
trade which need to be dismantled, we should 
not lose sight of the significant steps they 
have already taken in terms of opening their 
markets to goods, services, and investment 
from the rest of the world. Negotiating free 
trade agreements with these countries would 
clearly continue to help open their markets to 
United States firms, and provide these busi
nesses with sturdier footholds in the vital and 
fast-growing East Asian and Pacific rim re
gions. 

United States-Taiwan and United States
Korea FT A's would also send a useful mes
sage to Japan that no longer is it the only 
major economic player in the Asian region. 
More importantly, aside from being positive 
trade-liberalizing initiatives, such trade accords 
would boldly state that the United States is 
going to try a new approach to combating Ja
pan's .protectionist policies. Given Taiwan's 
and Korea's increasing economic might, and 
the corresponding competitive threat such 
might poses to Japan, United States-Taiwan 
and United States-Korea FTA's would prove 
invaluable leverage in future United States 
commercial dealings with Japan. 

Over a decade ago, when I first spoke pub
licly in support of a North American free trade 
agreement and a Western Hemispheric trade 
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accord beyond that, I remember being told by 
many that the multilateral General Agreement 
on Tariffs and Trade [GATT] was the only ave
nue required to achieve true global trade liber
alization. Indeed, some policymakers and 
other trade specialists argued that pursuing bi
lateral and regional trade initiatives would ac
tually upset and damage the delicate multilat
eral balance existing in the GATT. 

Now, more than 1 O years later, we are fi
nally pursuing a North American free trade 
agreement and talking openly and confidently 
about the importance to America's global trad
ing interests of a Western Hemispheric free 
trade area. While I laud the executive branch 
for recognizing the benefits of pursuing bilat
eral, regional, and multilateral trade agree
ments simultaneously, I am disappointed that 
it has taken so long to embark on such initia
tives. Also, I continue to be discouraged that 
executive branch trade officials have yet to re
alize the enormous benefits to be reaped by 
free trade pacts with Asian-Pacific rim trading 
partners, beginning with Taiwan and Korea. 

While the United States has been placing 
what I view to be an inordinate number of 
eggs in the GA TT basket, the European Com
munity has hedged against the possible col
lapse of the Uruguay round of GA TT by push
ing ahead with the European Community 1992 
initiative. Accordingly, the European Commu
nity now stands in a strong position to yield a 
Uruguay round package more palatable to its 
wishes, or to kill a bad package and force 
those who want to play on the European ball
field to play by European Community 1991-
generated rules. 

More generally, for those who decry pros- · 
pects of a world trading system breaking down 
into nothing more than regional trading blocs, 
it would be difficult to define United States-Tai
wan and United States-Korea FTA's as the 
cornerstones of any regional bloc. In fact, 
such bilateral FT A's, combined with North 
American and Western Hemispheric free trade 
areas, would help prod a slovenly GA TT into 
getting off the dime and providing some real 
leadership in achieving true global trade liber
alization, provided such a thing is even meant 
to be. 

Last, for those nearsighted individuals who 
criticize bilateral and regional FTA's as the 
underpinnings of an inward-looking and pro
tectionist trade policy, they should consider 
that the Heritage Foundation and Citizens for 
a Sound Economy-two of the world of 
academia's staunchest advocates for free 
trade-are fervent believers in the potential 
benefits of further FT A's, including with Asian 
partners. They believe in the merits of such 
accords because they expand opportunities for 
U.S. firms, light a much needed fire under the 
GATT, help precipitate the type of trade liber
alization that successive rounds of GA TT talks 
have thus far failed to produce, and can en
hance U.S. global competitiveness. 

I urge my colleagues to support my legisla
tion. 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, agreed to 

by the Senate on February 4, 1977, calls for 
establishment of a system for a computerized 
schedule of all meetings and hearings of Sen-
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ate committees, subcommittees, joint commit
tees, and committees of conference. This title 
requires all such committees to notify the Of
fice of the Senate Daily Digest-designated by 
the Rules Committee-of the time, place, and 
purpose of the meetings, when scheduled, 
and any cancellations or changes in the meet
ings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along with the 
computerization of this information, the Office 
of the Senate Daily Digest will prepare this in
formation for printing in the Extensions of Re
marks section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, March 5, 
1992, may be found in the Daily Digest of to
day's RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

MARCH6 
9:30 a.m. 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Agricultural Research and General Legis

lation Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on the alternative uses 

of agricultural commodities, focusing 
on impediments to commercialization. 

SR-332 
Joint Economic 

To hold hearings on the employment-un
employment situation for February. 

SD-628 
10:00 a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Housing and Urban Affairs Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine the state of 
affordable housing in the United 
States. 

SD-538 
Finance 
International Trade Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on intellectual property 
rights protection and the "Special 301" 
provisions of the 1988 Trade Act. 

SD-215 
2:00 p.m. 

Foreign Relations 
To resume hearings to examine United 

States policy toward Indonesia, focus
ing on human rights violations in East 
Timor as a result of Indonesia's occu
pation. 

SD--419 

MARCH 10 
9:30 a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
Children, Family, Drugs, and Alcoholism 

Subcommittee 
To resume hearings to examine the eco

nomic and demographic changes that 
will affect the workforce of the 21st 
century, focusing on partnerships that 
stimulate cooperation between busi
ness and government and make an in
vestment in children and youth to cre
ate a better prepared and educated 
workforce. 

SD--430 
10:00 a.m. 

Foreign Relations 
To resume hearings on strategic nuclear 

reduction in a post-cold war world, fo-
cusing on succession issues. 

SD--419 
2:30 p.m. 

Select on Intelligence 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 

Vice Adm. William 0. Studeman, USN, 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
to be Deputy Director of Central Intel
ligence. 

SH-216 

MARCHll 
9:30 a .m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Communications Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 1101, to require 
the Federal Communications Commis
sion (FCC) to prescribe standards for 
AM stereo radio broadcasting, an FCC 
rulemaking proposal relating to radio 
ownership rules, and other related is-
sues. 

SR-253 
2:00 p.m. 

Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the situa

tion in the former Soviet Union. 
SD--419 

MARCH12 
9:30 a.m. 

Rules and Administration 
To hold hearings on S. 523, to establish 

the National African-American Memo
rial Museum within the Smithsonian 
Institution. 

SR-301 
Small Business 

To hold hearings on the President's pro
posed budget request for fiscal year 
1993 for the Small Business Adminis
tration, and on proposed legislation au
thorizing funds for the fiscal year 1992 
supplemental budget request. 

SR-428A 
10:30 a.m. 

Rules and Administration 
To hold hearings on S.J. Res. 259, provid

ing for the appointment of Barber B. 
Conable, Jr. as a citizen regent of the 
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian 
Institution. 

SR-301 
11:00 a.m. 

Rules and Administration 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 

authorizing funds for fiscal years 1993 
through 1997 for the American Folklife 
Center of the Library of Congress. 

SR-301 
2:00 p.m. 

Select on Intelligence 
To resume hearings on S. 2198, to reorga

nize the United States intelligence 
community to provide for the improved 
management and execution of United 
States intelligence activities. 

SD-G50 

MARCH 17 
9:30 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Science, Technology, and Space Sub

committee 
To hold hearings to examine an overview 

of NASA's budget for fiscal year 1993. 
SR-253 

10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Agriculture and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the De
partment of Agriculture, focusing on 
the Food and Nutrition Service, and 
the Human Nutrition Information 
Service. 

SD-138 
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MARCH 18 

9:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Science, Technology, and Space Sub

committee 
To hold hearings to examine NASA's 

space station and launch issues. 
SR-253 

Select on Indian Affairs 
To resume oversight hearings on the im

plementation of the Indian Gaming 
Regulatory Act (IGRA). 

SH-216 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Treasury, Postal Service, General Govern

ment Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the De
partment of the Treasury, and the Ex
ecutive Office of the President. 

SD-116 

MARCH 19 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the Na
tional Science Foundation, and the Of
fice of Science Technology Policy. 

SD-124 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands, National Parks and Forests 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 684, to strengthen 

the preservation of the Nation's his
toric heritage and resources. 

SD-366 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Commerce, Justice, State, and Judiciary 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the De
partment of Justice. 

S-146, Capitol 
Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1993 for the Fed
eral Highway Administration, Depart
ment of Transportation. 

SD-138 

MARCH20 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Agriculture and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the De
partment of Agriculture, focusing on 
the Farmers Home Administration, the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation, 
the Rural Electrification Administra
tion, and the Rural Development Ad
ministration. 

SD-138 

MARCH25 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the 
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corpora
tion, and the National Credit Union 
Administration. 

SD-116 
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Select on Indian Affairs 

To hold hearings on S. 1752, to provide 
for the development, enhancement, and 
recognition of Indian tribal courts. 

SR-485 
10:00 a .m. 

Appropriations 
Commerce, Justice, State, and Judiciary 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the Fed
eral Communications Commission, and 
the Secµri ties and Exchange Commis-
sion. 

S-146, Capitol 
Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1992 for the Na
tional Highway Traffic Safety Admin
istration, and the Research and Special 
Programs Administration, both of the 
Department of Transportation. 

SD-138 
Appropriations 
Treasury, Postal Service, General Govern

ment Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the In
ternal Revenue Service, Department of 
the Treasury, and the U.S. Postal Serv-
ice. 

SD- 116 

MARCH26 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the En
vironmental Protection Agency, and 
the Council on Environmental Quality. 

SD-GSO 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Consumer Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 664, to require 
that health warnings be included in al
coholic beverage advertisements. 

SR-253 

MARCH27 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Agriculture and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the De
partment of Agriculture, focusing on 
the Animal and Plant Inspection Serv
ice, the Food Safety and Inspection 
Service, and the Agricultural Market
ing Service. 

SD-138 

APRIL 1 
9:30 a.m. 

Select on Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 

to authorize funds for programs of the 
Indian Health Care Improvement Act. 

SR-485 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Commerce, Justice, State. and Judiciary 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the De
partment of Commerce. 

S-146, Capitol 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Appropriations 
Treasury, Postal Service, General Govern

ment Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the Of
fice of National Drug Control Policy, 
and the U.S. Secret Service, Depart
ment of the Treasury. 

SD-116 

APRIL 2 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the Fed
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation , 
and the Resolution Trust Corporation. 

10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 

SD-116 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1993 for the Na
tional Transportation Safety Board. 

SD-138 

APRIL 3 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Agriculture and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the De
partment of Agriculture, focusing on 
the Agricultural Stabilization and Con
servation Service, the Foreign Agricul
tural Service, the General Sales Man
ager, and the Soil Conservation Serv-
ice. 

SD-138 

APRIL 7 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Agriculture and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the De
partment of Agriculture, focusing on 
the Commodity Futures Trading Com
mission, the Food and Drug Adminis
tration, the Farm Credit Administra
tion, and the Farm Credit System As
sistance Board. 

SD-138 
Appropriations 
Commerce, Justice, State, and Judiciary 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation, and the 
Drug Enforcement Administration, De
partment of Justice. 

S-146, Capitol 

APRIL 8 
9:30 a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold joint hearings with the House 

Committee on Veterans' Affairs to re
view the legislative recommendations 
of the AMVETs, American Ex-POWs, 
Jewish War Veterans, Non- Commis
sioned Officers Association, National 
Association for Uniformed Services, 
and Society of Military Widows. 

SD-106 

4489 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Treasury, Postal Service, General Govern

ment Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the Of
fice of Management and Budget, the Of
fice of Personnel Management, and the 
Executive Residence. 

SD-116 

APRIL9 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration. 

SD-GSO 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Commerce, Justice, State, and Judiciary 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the Na
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad
ministration, and the Small Business 
Administration. 

S-146, Capitol 
Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1993 for Amtrak, 
and the Federal Railroad Administra
tion, Department of Transportation. 

SD-138 

APRIL 29 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Commerce, Justice, State, and Judiciary 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the U.S. 
Information Agency, and the Board for 
International Broadcasting. 

S-146, Capitol 

APRIL 30 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the De
partment of Housing and Urban Devel
opment. 

10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 

SD-GSO 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1993 for the Fed
eral Transit Agency, and the Washing
ton Metropolitan Area Transit Author
ity. 

SD-138 

MAY7 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the De
partment of Veterans Affairs, and the 
Court of Veterans Affairs. 

SD-124 



4490 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1993 for the U.S. 
Coast Guard, Department of Transpor
tation. 

SD-138 

MAY14 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the Fed
eral Emergency Management Agency. 

10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 

SD-124 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1993 for the Fed-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
eral Aviation Administration, Depart
ment of Transportation. 

SD-138 

MAY21 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1993 for the Na
tional Community Service, and the 
Points of Light Foundation. 

10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 

SD-116 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1993 for the Gen
eral Accounting Office. 

SD-138 

9:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 

March 4, 1992 
MAY22 

VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub
committee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1993 for the De
partment of Housing and Urban Devel
opment and certain related agencies. 

SD-138 

CANCELLATIONS 

MARCH5 
2:00 p.m. 

Select on Intelligence 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 

Vice Adm. William 0. Studeman, U.S. 
Navy, to be Deputy Director of Central 
Intelligence, and to have the rank of 
Admiral while so serving. 

SH-216 
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